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Thesis directed by Associate Professor Oliver Gerland 
This dissertation charts the historical development of the use of analogy by stage 
directors in twentieth-century American Shakespeare productions. Directorial analogy, the 
technique of resetting a play into a new time, place or culture that resembles or echoes the time, 
place or culture specified by the playwright, enables directors to emphasize particular themes in 
a play while pointing out its contemporary relevance. As the nineteenth century ended, William 
Poel and Harley Granville-Barker rejected the pictorial realism of the Victorian era, seeking 
ways to recreate the actors-audience relationship of the Elizabethan stage. Inspired by their work, 
Barry Jackson and the Birmingham Repertory Theatre discover the power of a specific type of 
analogy, modern dress, in the 1920s. At the same time, Arthur Hopkins and Robert Edmond 
Jones were exploring the power of thematic conceptualization in the United States. Orson Welles 
was the first to combine analogy and thematic conceptualization in his landmark productions of 
Macbeth and Caesar in the 1930s. Welles‟s work inspired Tyrone Guthrie and John Houseman 
to stage analogy productions of Shakespeare‟s plays in the 1950s and 1960s. In the 1`960s and 
19702, a new generation led by Michael Kahn and Joe Papp pushed the use of analogy further, 
leading to a new eclectic style of Shakespeare production. By the end of the twentieth century, 
analogy had become a major tool for staging the works of Shakespeare and other classic texts, 
though some contemporary directors find it problematic and are moving away from it. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
                                               INTRODUCTION 
For a while Shakespeare reinvented himself almost every day. He had to: 
he was an actor. In the Elizabethan repertory system, he might be expected to 
perform in six different plays on six consecutive days. Many times he would 
rehearse in one play in the morning and perform in another that afternoon. 
When he was not acting in plays, he was writing them. Like actors, Elizabethan 
playwrights were encouraged to demonstrate their adaptability. He juggled selves.  
He did not stop juggling them when he stepped out of the theatre. Like his characters, he 
 played his part in family burials and marriages; he loaned money, bought property, 
 invested venture capital, sued people, testified in court. But gradually the pace of 
 metamorphosis began to slow. Finally, on April 23, 1616, he stopped reinventing himself 
 altogether. He was buried two days later. We have been reinventing him ever since. 
    - Gary Taylor, Reinventing Shakespeare 
Every script is, theoretically, susceptible to improvement.” 
    - Tyrone Guthrie, In Various Directions 
“To communicate any one of Shakespeare‟s plays to a modern day audience, a 
 director must be prepared to set every resource of modern theatre at the disposal  
of his text.”  
    - Peter Brook, Style in Shakespeare Productions 
“Shakespeare belongs to us. We can create any world we want to.” 
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     -Joanne Akalaitis, “Joanne Akalaitis” 
“All roads lead to Shakespeare.” 
    - Eric Bentley, Modern Shakespeare Offshoot 
 
  PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
This study will attempt to trace stage directors‟ use of analogy as a scenic tool in the 
production of Shakespeare‟s plays in twentieth-century American theatre. Though the reasons for 
Shakespeare‟s continued popularity have been argued for four hundred years, and will continue 
to be argued for years to come, the fact remains that he is the most produced playwright of our 
time. Author John Elsom, in Is Shakespeare Still Our Contemporary?, describes the Bard‟s 
predominance not just in the theatrical world, but throughout culture, as nothing short of 
“startling” (7). For many years American Theatre magazine, in its fall “Season Preview” issue, 
published a listing of the most produced plays in American regional theatres for the coming 
season – and that listing was invariably accompanied by some form of statement that excused the 
“ubiquitous” Shakespearean productions from the rankings, productions that would have 
otherwise led the list every single year. To many, Shakespeare has been, and remains, the 
“Mount Everest of Western theatre – a canonical challenge that must be faced simply because it 
is there” (Green 69). And it is not just the West that worships at the altar of Will – “almost no 
spot in the world has been left untouched. From his home town of Stratford-on-Avon to the film 
audiences of Japan, Shakespeare has been cast upon the world” (Staub 33).  
Just as Shakespeare was, according to Gary Taylor, constantly reinventing himself, 
successive generations of theatre readers, scholars, critics, artists and audience members have 
striven to interpret, and reinterpret, the playwright‟s works, attempting to mark them with their 
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own individual stamp. Not surprisingly, then, the study of modern Shakespearean production is a 
huge and daunting undertaking. There is a vast amount of material available on the subject; as 
Harry Levin points out in his essay “Critical Approaches to Shakespeare from 1660 to 1904,” 
“the body of critical writing that bears witness to that [Shakespeare] experience is the largest that 
any single writer has ever attracted” (Wells Studies 213). Charles Marowitz, in his book 
Recycling Shakespeare, calls the study of Shakespeare an “academic Godzilla” (69). More has 
been written about Shakespeare‟s work than the work of any other theatre artist, and the opinions 
concerning it are myriad. Questions abound in this field of endeavor: What is it that makes this 
particular playwright so popular, four hundred years after his time? Why are his works still the 
center of theatre production in the English-speaking world? What in these writings sparks 
audiences flock to theatres and sit by the thousands under the stars in numerous summer 
festivals? Why do actors still clamor and fight to revisit the roles he wrote, year after year? 
Perhaps some of the answers lay in the universality of Shakespeare works. The director John 
Hirsch quoted one of his central European colleagues: “When there are no new plays to express 
what‟s happening in a society, just go to the shelves of the classics and you are sure to find a 
play which will speak most directly to the issues you want to deal with in the theatre” (qtd. in 
Istel 34).  
British director Peter Brook wrote about the immense phenomenon that is Shakespeare‟s 
work for the theatre: 
     If one takes those thirty seven plays with all the radar lines of the different viewpoints of  
     the different characters, one comes out with a field of incredible density and complexity;  
     and eventually one goes a step further, and one finds that what happened, what passed  
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 through this man called Shakespeare and came through existence on sheets of paper, it‟s         
something quite different from any other author‟s work. It‟s not Shakespeare‟s view of 
the     world; it‟s something which actually resembles reality. A sign of this is that every 
single word, line, character, or event has not only a large number of interpretations, but 
an unlimited number. Which is the characteristic of reality. (Brook What 40) 
During the recently completed twentieth-century, directors led the charge to 
“contemporize” Shakespeare. Their leadership is not surprising since directors are responsible 
for steering a production through a maze of thematic, physical and cultural choices towards the 
goal of a unified work of art. In her introductory essay to Directors on Directing, Helen Krich 
Chinoy speaks of the emergence of directing in direct relation to the development of modern 
theatre forms: “The newly emerged director, whom the realistic-naturalistic movement had 
elevated to the dominant position, became the prime mover in the reexamination of theatre art” 
(Cole 7).  
That reexamination, and its subsequent effect on theatrical production, has been 
particularly evident in the staging of Shakespeare. The twentieth-century witnessed a vast 
number of theatrical revolutions that coincided, as Krich Chinoy intimated, with the rise of the 
director. Realism, Naturalism, Futurism, Expressionism, Symbolism, the New Stagecraft, 
Theatre of Cruelty, Theatre of the Absurd, Epic Theatre, Poor Theatre, Feminist Theatre, Ethnic 
and Minority Theatre, Environmental Theatre, Performance Art, Film, Television -- all of these 
styles, movements and formats have had an influence not just on modern theatre but particularly 
on Shakespearean staging in the twentieth-century. 
Similarly, Shakespearean directors developed remarkably diverse methods for “owning” 
the work. In the introduction to On Directing Shakespeare, author Ralph Berry states that, in 
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Shakespeare productions, “stage settings and costumes comprise the metaphoric vehicle, or 
ambience of the production. In the mode of choice which the director makes here his entire 
philosophy of production will be revealed” (Berry 13). 
Nowadays, when a director is hired for a Shakespearean production, it doesn‟t take long 
at all for some variation of the question to be asked: “Where are you setting the play”? This 
question was not in play before the emergence of the modern director. The notion of analogy, of 
resetting a Shakespeare text to a locale, or time period different from the one in which it was 
originally set by the playwright was unheard of before the twentieth-century.  
Setting the Scene: Directorial Use of Analogy in Twentieth-Century American 
Shakespeare Productions will examine the historical development of one method of interpreting 
Shakespeare‟s work for the stage, called directorial analogy. It will argue that directorial analogy 
is designed to unlock a classic text for a contemporary audience over the course of twentieth-
century American theatre; that it is a wholly twentieth-century development, without record 
before the beginning of that hundred year period, and that it reached its zenith in the 1980‟s; that 
the American director Orson Welles, with his mid-1930‟s productions of Macbeth and Julius 
Caesar, was the prime mover in this development; and that, from the turbulent 1960‟s through to  
the closing decades of the century, this technique became the prevailing method for directing 
Shakespeare in American theatre, so much so that its use had migrated to the staging of many 
other classical texts and even the works of modern authors. 
Any production of a play created by a modern stage director is, by definition, conceptual. 
The main responsibility of a stage director, according to the noted American director Harold 
Clurman, is to “translate a play text into stage terms: that is, to make the play as written, clear, 
interesting, and enjoyable” (qtd. in Cole 380). This “translation” begins when the director 
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develops a very personal main concept, or vision, for the physicalization of the text. This 
directorial concept supports what Ralph Berry, on the previous page, called the director‟s “entire 
philosophy of production:” it inspires and shapes the physical world and leading visual 
metaphors of the production. This directorial concept can help contemporary audiences absorb 
both a plot and themes that can be challenging because of Shakespeare‟s heightened language 
and verse structure. Working with a collaborative team that can include playwright, designers, 
and actors, the director seeks to create a production unified around the directorial concept: 
ideally all the technical and performative elements come together to create exactly what Clurman 
was calling for,  a “clear” and logical piece of theatre. Every choice made during the design, 
rehearsal, and production process should exhibit this overriding concept.  The final realized 
design of the scenery, costumes, properties, and lighting, even the style of acting employed by 
the actors work together to express the director‟s very personal vision or interpretation of the 
play. Even a director who fails to articulate a concept, or rejects the idea of directorial “concept”, 
leads their production in a particular conceptual direction.  
This study will articulate the historical development and proliferation of an important, if 
not dominant, technique for staging Shakespeare‟s plays in the U.S. during the latter half of the 
twentieth century: directorial analogy. In the Oxford English Dictionary, “analogy” is defined as 
an “equivalency or likeness of relations, a resemblance of things with regard to some 
circumstances” (OED 432). Directorial analogy involves the resetting of a play into a new 
time/place/culture that resembles or echoes the time/place/culture that was specified by the 
playwright in the original text. By way of example, a director, pondering the fractured, brother-
against-brother world presented by Shakespeare in As You Like It  might posit that similar 
historical and cultural circumstances occurred in post-Civil War America; the arbitrary 
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North/South border that divided families at that time could provide a perfect locale for resetting 
the action of the play.  Relocating the action in this way allows a director to point out relevancy, 
hoping to unlock for the modern audience a different thematic message than one seen as more 
traditional or codified, a lesson which also might not be clear to the viewer because of the 
original production‟s more distant setting and language.  
Additionally, directorial analogy can allow for variety in the staging of classic texts, not 
just for theatre artists, but for audience members that are familiar, sometimes overly so, with the 
plotlines of these classic texts. In these contexts, analogy serves as an interpretive tool, helping to 
inform an audience about thematic and textual meanings important to a particular director. The 
British director Jonathan Miller has likened this tool to “cutting a crystal, which would bring out 
different sorts of appearances and illumination” (Berry 32). He also argued the modern director‟s 
reworking of a classic as a form of tribute: “With the passage of time, Shakespeare‟s plays has 
quite properly assumed the status of myths, and it is the honourable fate of all great myths to 
suffer imaginative distortions at the hands of those to whom they continue to give consolation 
and nourishment” (qtd. in Green Revisionist 5). This aspect of interpretation is reconstructive in 
nature; it argues for the role of director as co-author, a role that could only be discussed in the 
context of modern, post-Meiningen theatre. Adrian Noble, former Artistic Director of the Royal 
Shakespeare Company, said that “it is the business of a director to create a world in which it is 
logical” for the events of the plot to take place (qtd. in Berry 166). Shakespeare‟s works are 
especially open to this approach, being, in the words of Charles Marowitz, “elastic. He can be 
stretched in many directions before he snaps. Sometimes, by emphasizing this aspect of a play 
rather than that, a new perspective can be gained on the play as a whole” (qtd. in Elsom 4).  
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To more clearly define directorial analogy, it will be useful to consider what it is “not” by 
looking briefly at some alternative methods for directing Shakespeare that developed over the 
past century. These include, but are not limited to, textual adaptations, thematic concept 
productions, and eclectic productions.  
Adaptations of Shakespeare‟s texts have existed since the Restoration when they 
developed rapidly as the first real attempt to produce Shakespeare‟s works after the theatres 
reopened under Charles II. William Davenant, Colley Cibber, and David Garrick were notable  
17
th
 and 18
th
 century producers of Shakespeare‟s works due in part to their penchant for changing 
the plays‟ actions, language and characters to fit more closely the artistic sensibilities of their 
times. In modern theatre, textual adaptation has became much more than simply cutting obscure 
references, or lightening tragic endings. Modern adaptors, in looking to reactivate “the decaying 
and amorphous words of the text” (Berry 9), write “over” the original looking to underscore the 
elements vital to their own vision of the play. They may cut passages, characters and even entire 
scenes, reorder elements of plot and structure, add text from other Shakespeare plays, even write 
original material in an effort to create a new text that reflects their unique and personal view of a 
Shakespeare play. A famous example of contemporary textual adaptation occurred in 1967 when 
Joe Papp, Artistic Director of the New York Shakespeare Festival, directed a heavily edited, 
ninety-minute version of Hamlet that deemphasized text and traditional plot in favor of a 
theatrical vision featuring anachronism and a “shattered focus” (qtd. in Green 77). In effect, Papp 
rewrote Hamlet in order to mirror the shattered sense of national spirit that was at play at that 
time in America. This production will be examined in detail in Chapter 5 of this study. 
Another method for directing the works of Shakespeare involves creating a production 
that consciously articulates an overriding thematic concept. By paring down or stripping away 
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any “realistic trappings in favor of a more abstract metaphorical milieu” (Green 2), these 
directors choose to focus on highlighting a message that they feel might be hidden or obfuscated 
because of language or perceptional barriers. Libby Appel, who served as the Artistic Director of 
the Oregon Shakespeare Festival for over a decade, in 1998 presented a Measure for Measure 
that focused on the Elizabethan idea of “seeming,” the notion that how one is perceived, by 
others and oneself, is in large part due to how one interacted with others. The production used a 
variety of modern directorial tools, most notably clever and well thought-out role doubling, to 
bring this viewpoint to the forefront for the audience. This production will be examined in 
greater detail at the start of the concluding chapter of this study. 
Eclecticism seems to be the latest major development in Shakespeare production. In 
many ways, eclectic productions look to the tenets of the methods articulated in the paragraphs 
immediately preceding this one to create theatrical events that echo the very definition of the 
word itself: a final product composed of a diverse group of elements. In the late 1980‟s, author 
Ralph Berry pointed to the use of costuming from diverse periods as a signpost for this 
developing form of directorial concept: “Consistency of costuming is the enemy; it is a 
superimposed schema, both stifling and distracting” (Berry 20). This varied mix of visual 
elements drawn from different period analogies, a pastiche that grew over time to include not just 
costuming but scenery and properties, was supposed to free the audience‟s perceptions and 
responses to a production by not forcing a single, clear visual message. An example of this type 
of production was offered in 1985, when the Royal Shakespeare Company presented a Troilus 
and Cressida that, while being set against the backdrop of the Crimean War, featured armies 
dressed in uniforms that hearkened back to the American Civil War. The result served to present 
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a view of the universality of war, and of its cost. The proliferation of this type of production was 
definitely on the rise as the twentieth-century came to an end. 
 This study is focused on a specific type of directorial concept that was to become 
ubiquitous over the second half of the twentieth century in the United States. As analogy 
developed as a viable and effective tool for directors of Shakespeare‟s plays, scholars and critics 
started to identify a variety of “sub-species” of directorial analogy. One example, “Period” (or 
more accurately “Period/Geographic” - since any meaningful change of time must also include a 
specificity of place as a part of that equation), occurs when a production is placed into a different 
time period than that in which the action was originally set, usually because of a perceived 
historical resonance between the two periods. One example of this type of analogy occurred in 
1997, when the Sacramento Shakespeare Festival presented an updated version of Measure for 
Measure, transplanted to 1938 Vienna, in which Angelo represented the rising fascists. Research 
for this study indicates that this is the most widely employed of all forms of directorial analogy.  
Another analogy form might be termed “Cultural,” in which a production is placed into 
another cultural, artistic, or aesthetic setting, one that somehow echoes aspects of the play‟s 
artistic or literary sensibilities. A famous example of this brand of analogy occurred in 1946, 
with Peter Brook‟s production of Love’s Labours Lost, in which he based the look and setting of 
the show not on a specific time period, but on the emotional feeling and style conveyed in the 
paintings of the early eighteenth-century French painter, Jean-Antoine Watteau. Brook felt that 
the paintings‟ “imaginative” representation of a Golden Age perfectly reflected his vision of the 
play as an elegiac piece composed of both darkness and light.  
Other potential analogy forms include “Political” (a term articulated by John Elsom in the 
introduction to his book Is Shakespeare Still Our Contemporary?), and another slippery type, 
11 
 
which might be called “Organic,” whereby a production‟s world is not clearly articulated at the 
start of the production process (in opposition to the previous examples), but is discovered as the 
production unfolds. This type often can employ more than one analogy in creating its final 
vision; it is more about how the world is arrived at than where it arrives. Creators of organic 
analogy productions understand that the elements of the analogy will be discovered “on the road” 
– frequently leading to a “hybrid world.” 
This study will not focus on the minutiae of details inherent in how one “sub-species” of 
analogy might be categorized or codified as distinct from another. Rather, its aim is the charting 
of the historical development of this uniquely twentieth century directing tool and its place in 
unlocking what director Michael Kahn termed an “explosion” in the way that Shakespeare was 
presented in the twentieth-century (Kahn interview). During exhaustive research for this study, 
including several interviews with professionals in the field, not once did a director speak of their 
desire to use, for example, period analogy instead of cultural analogy; in fact, many directors had 
not heard the formal term “analogy,” but after hearing its definition, were adamant that their use 
of the techniques was about unlocking the text as they worked with collaborators to produce a 
vital and personal reading of the play. Plus, in many instances the labeling of an analogy type 
can become arbitrary, for instance when a particular production employs more than one 
recognizable style; in those cases, the label can say as much or more about the labeler as it does 
about the production.  
By the close of the twentieth-century, a myriad of directorial methods, including different 
types of analogy, were in regular use by stage directors, and not just in America. Directorial 
analogy informed every production of Shakespeare done as the century ended, sometimes by the 
very fact that some directors consciously chose not to use it, seeing in it a tradition that had 
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become already overused and staid. It was the use of this tool, and many more, that British 
Theatre Professor Stephen Purcell speaks of when he talks about how “adapting, parodying, and 
otherwise appropriating Shakespeare” has become “incalculably widespread” (95) by the start of 
the twenty-first century. The use of analogy has been championed by artists such as the British 
director Jonathan Miller, who directed a “metaphor” production of The Tempest that was directly 
inspired by the writings of the anthropologist Mannoni, and his accounts of the Madagascan 
revolt of 1947 (Berry 34); might this be an example of “literary” analogy? John Elsom talks 
about the need to personalize Shakespeare, to “touch chords in the hearts of the audience, so that 
they can place their own experiences in the context of a work that a great artist has provided for 
them, and can recognize that their experience was not entirely personal to themselves but is 
shared by a broad cross-section of humanity” (Elsom 22).  
 
   REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Two invaluable references for this study have been Gary Taylor‟s Reinventing 
Shakespeare and J. L. Styan‟s The Shakespeare Revolution. Although neither work addresses 
specifically the particular topic of directorial analogy, both have provided excellent guidance in 
helping to establish a lineage for this work, as well as providing models to academic research 
and writing. Several works do touch on the subject of directorial analogy, either as a brief 
passing note (such as small discussions of “period analogue” in Ralph Berry‟s collection of 
interviews, On Directing Shakespeare, and passing references to the topic in John Barton‟s 
Playing Shakespeare), or as part of an investigation of specific works in directing studies, such 
as in Amy Green‟s The Revisionist Stage: American Directors Reinvent the Classics, or in 
studies of specific directors and their careers, such as Tyrone Guthrie‟s In Various Directions. To 
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the best of my knowledge, there is no previous full-length study of the use of analogy as a tool 
for directing Shakespeare. 
A number of sources have provided valuable introductory information for this study. 
Works that are essential to a study of play production in Shakespeare‟s day include Bernard 
Beckerman‟s Shakespeare at the Globe, 1599-1609, George Reynold‟s On Shakespeare’s Stage, 
Martin White‟s Renaissance Drama in Action, Andrew Gurr‟s The Shakespearean Stage, 1574-
1642, A. M. Nagler‟s Shakespeare’s Stage, Ashley Thorndike‟s Shakespeare’s Theater and C. 
Walter Hodges‟s The Globe Restored: A Study of the Elizabethan Theatre. Additional insight can 
be gleaned from the series In Shakespeare’s Playhouse, which examines, in different volumes, 
how specific plays might have been staged on the Elizabethan stage. 
The attempts to return Shakespeare‟s texts to a newly restored theatre world, and the 
growth in both staging and popularity of those plays over the past three centuries, are chronicled 
in, among others, Gary Taylor and John Jowett‟s Shakespeare Reshaped, George C. D. Odell‟s 
two-volume set, Shakespeare – from Betterton to Irving, Esther Cloudman Dunn‟s Shakespeare 
In America, Hazelton Spencer‟s Shakespeare Improved, and Charles H. Shattuck‟s two-volume  
Shakespeare on the American Theatre: From the Hallam’s to Edwin Booth and Shakespeare on 
the American Stage: From Booth and Barrett to Sothern and Marlowe. Published Restoration 
adaptations, by such authors as William Davenant, Colley Cibber and David Garrick, along with 
subsequent examinations such as Christopher Spencer‟s Five Restoration Adaptations of 
Shakespeare, shed significant light on these years. Finally, biographies of such important actor-
managers as David Garrick (Stone and Kahrl‟s David Garrick), Edmund Kean (Fire from 
Heaven) and Henry Irving (Saintsbury and Palmer‟s We Saw Him Act) provide a more personal 
look at the trends that evolved prior to the start of the twentieth-century. 
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The influence of early directors such as William Poel, Harley Granville-Barker, and 
Barry Jackson can be seen in J. C. Trewin‟s Shakespeare on the English Stage: 1900-1964, 
Arthur Sprague‟s Shakespeare’ Plays Today: Some Customs and Conventions of the Stage, 
Robert Speaight‟s William Poel and the Elizabethan Revival, Eric Salmon‟s Granville-Barker: A 
Secret Life, and G. W. Bishop‟s Barry Jackson and the London Theatre. Styan‟s The 
Shakespeare Revolution makes a strong case in showing how these early modern British 
directors‟ work grew and evolved, with each subsequent artist adding to the work of his 
predecessors (and ultimately informing the American directors whose work is examined in this 
study). 
Early twentieth-century American trends are examined in The Cambridge History of 
American Theatre: 1870-1945, Margaret Webster‟s Shakespeare Without Tears, Michael D. 
Bristol‟s Shakespeare’s America, America’s Shakespeare, John Kobler‟s Damned in Paradise: 
the Life of John Barrymore, and Michael A. Morrison‟s John Barrymore, Shakespearean Actor. 
Robert Edmond Jones‟s The Dramatic Imagination, though not about Shakespearean production, 
affords an invaluable look at the emerging stagecraft that influenced many of the Shakespeare 
practitioners of the day. 
The theatre and influence of Orson Welles are well documented, and can be seen in The 
Road to Xanadu, the excellent biography of the first half of his life by Simon Callow, Richard 
France‟s Orson Welles on Shakespeare: The W.P.A. and Mercury Theatre Play scripts, David 
Bailey‟s Rhapsody in Black: Art of the Harlem Renaissance, Hallie Flanagan‟s Arena: The 
History of the Federal Theatre and Welles‟ own The Mercury Theatre.  
The work of influential twentieth-century directors and producers, such as Tyrone 
Guthrie, Michael Kahn and Joseph Papp, has been examined in such studies as Samuel Leiter‟s 
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The Great Stage Directors, David Richard Jones‟ Great Directors at Work, Arthur Bartow‟s The 
Directors Voice and Toby Cole, Helen Krich-Chinoy‟s Directors on Directing, and Helen 
Epstein‟s Joe Papp: An American Life. 
Also of benefit in exploring the second half of the past century are works that include Jan 
Kott‟s Shakespeare Our Contemporary, John Russell Brown‟s Shakespeare’s Plays in 
Performance, Robert Brustein‟s Reimagining American Theatre, and John Elsom‟s Is 
Shakespeare Still Our Contemporary? Additionally, Charles Marowitz, in The Marowitz 
Shakespeare and Recycling Shakespeare, Jonathan Bates, in Shakespeare and the Twentieth 
Century and Marianne Novy, in Cross-Cultural Performances, all provide a look at 
contemporary approaches to Shakespearean production. 
Finally, additional materials that cover a range of topics germane to this study are 
available in many journals and periodicals, including but not limited to Shakespearean Studies, 
Shakespeare Survey and Shakespeare Quarterly, New Theatre Quarterly, and Theatre Arts. 
 
    METHODOLOGY 
This study endeavors to examine the historical development, and establish the 
significance, of directorial analogy during the twentieth-century in American Shakespeare 
production. Although it might sound contradictory to begin with an exploration of the major 
developments in the presentation of Shakespeare on the English stage, such an examination is 
essential and comprises Chapter 2.  
According to theatre scholar Michael Jamieson in his article “Shakespeare in 
Performance,” “there have been, broadly speaking, three movements in the stage history of 
Shakespeare” (Jamieson 35). He argues that those periods are delineated as the Shakespearean 
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adapters of the Restoration and seventeenth-century, the great actor-managers of the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries, and the twentieth-century director. All three of these periods, including 
the beginnings of modern direction, will be considered in Chapter 2. Vital artists, who changed 
the perception and presentation of Shakespeare, and their techniques, will be examined. 
A look at what practices were developing in America during the early years of the 
twentieth-century follows next. Of particular importance is how the theatrical advances in 
England started to inform productions in this country; and how two productions of the early 
1920‟s, Richard III and Hamlet, both the result of the collaborative efforts of director Arthur 
Hopkins, designer Robert Edmond Jones and star actor John Barrymore, signaled a major shift in 
production style. The development of Shakespeare direction in the early twentieth century, and 
examination of these productions form the main body of Chapter 3, and lead, in Chapter 4, to the 
1930‟s, and the genius of Orson Welles. The linchpin of this study -- Welles‟s groundbreaking 
productions of the “Voodoo” Macbeth, in 1936, and the “fascist” Julius Caesar of the following 
year -- are the first major examples of directorial analogy in America, and their influence on 
modern American direction cannot be understated.  
Chapter 5 will explore the American Shakespeare experience over the second half of the 
twentieth century, by focusing on important and acclaimed directors, and their place in the 
development of Shakespearean direction.  Tyrone Guthrie, Michael Kahn, and Joseph Papp are 
all worth of study because they heavily employed analogy, and were influential in the 
dissemination of this directorial tool across the modern American theatre landscape. 
Following the intensive historical examination that forms the bulk of this study, Chapter 
6, the conclusion, will review the widespread and continued use of these techniques in the 21
st
 
century, including how the use of analogy has become a tool for directors dealing with other 
17 
 
classical writers, including the ancient Greek tragedians, Moliere, and Brecht. In addition, I will 
present some of the arguments that have been raised countering analogy as the way of presenting 
Shakespeare. 
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    CHAPTER  2 
  THREE HUNDREDS YEARS, AND STILL NO TRADITION 
 
   THE PLAYWRIGHT AS DIRECTOR 
In 1599, when the King‟s Men gathered to start rehearsals for the new play Hamlet, the 
text was closely guarded. The “book” was the property of the company and not the author, who 
was paid for his labor without any modern idea of intellectual property or copyright. Usually, 
this copy was the only complete version, for a variety of reasons. For one, hand copying was an 
expensive and time-consuming process. Also, having only one full version of the text prevented, 
hopefully, any unscrupulous individual, whether from inside the company or outside, from 
copying and selling the script to rival companies. 
 Actors were instead supplied with “sides,” copies that contained only their individual 
lines, plus the cues for those lines. In order to put these small amounts of text, - and textual 
information - into play in the proper sequence and context, somewhere backstage, on a wall near 
the main stage entrance, was a master schedule, called the “Platt” (Tucker 19) . This document 
contained an outline of the order of scenes with their basic actions, along with lists of characters 
in each scene, and who was playing these roles. This allowed an actor to keep track of the entire 
play and be ready for upcoming scenes.  
This was the first era of a true professional resident company in England, presenting for 
commercial purposes a nearly year-long series of plays and entertainments aimed at a large city 
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populace. No longer did actors have to scrabble out a living as nomads, traveling from village to 
burg looking for any paying audience. The erection of permanent theatres, outside London or in 
the Liberties, the somewhat lawless areas just outside of London‟s city walls, was a key factor in 
the development of drama during the English Renaissance; Shakespeare appeared as the factors 
fell into place for his entrance onto this stage.   
What was missing in this production system was the opportunity for the actors to know 
the entire play in context; they might get to hear the basic story at the first cast meeting, 
including the initial, and usually solitary, reading of the play by the playwright. From then on, 
they were busy learning lines and stage business, studying another play in the repertory, either 
for a revival or a premiere, seeing to the upkeep of the company‟s property, and looking for their 
next job. There was very little rehearsal. The very nature of this type of theatre company, 
regularly performing five or six different plays in six days (Tucker 8), meant that there was no 
time for an elaborate rehearsal process. Premieres of new plays would usually be spaced about 
two weeks apart, allowing time for one, maybe two rehearsals to put together the stage business; 
revivals, sometimes not seen for as long as six months after their last performance, were lucky to 
get a single and abbreviated “brush up” or “pick up” rehearsal, intended solely to help the actors 
remember lines or business. Stage fights, dances and songs might be revisited, but little else.  
There was little time for more than basic textual interpretation or characterization, or 
characterization. All that mattered was getting the play on, and the money counted. The money 
could be good, at least for a company‟s shareholders. In his study Shakespeare at the Globe, 
Bernard Beckerman presents statistics from a typical six-month period at Shakespeare‟s theatre. 
During its winter season from late August 1595 through late February 1596, the company played 
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“one hundred and fifty performances of thirty different plays” (Beckerman 8). Just over half of 
those were new plays, the rest being revivals of past productions. 
With such strong focus on keeping product fresh and audiences paying, interpretation 
was not a major issue. Most actors were adept at a certain type of role, or roles, and used their 
prior experiences to make some basic choices appropriate for their kind of character. Since 
interpretation was not the individualized process that a modern actor uses – instead of being 
trained in something like Stanislavski‟s method, most actors had received their “schooling” 
during a seven-year apprenticeship (Hodges 740), there was not a great need for a directorial 
voice. A company‟s actor-manager, someone like Richard Burbage of the King‟s Men, or the 
partnership of producer Philip Henslowe and actor/manager Edward Alleyn at the Admiral‟s, 
might fulfill some of the basic directorial functions, directing traffic patterns and forcing some 
focus of action. S.H. Burton, in Shakespeare’s Life and Stage, talks of the power that Henslowe 
possessed. He was in “an unchallengeable position because he had the biggest holding in the 
company, and he was also the sole owner of the theatre it used” (186). The actor-managers were 
in charge of all decisions, both financial and artistic.  
Another voice of authority could come from the playwright, especially if, like 
Shakespeare, he was also an actor in the company. In 1613 a German visitor to London, 
Johannes Rhenanus, wrote “as for the actors, as I noticed in England, they are given instruction 
daily as if in school; even the leading actors expect to take instruction from the playwrights” 
(qtd. in White 34). Robert Smallwood, in his essay “Directors Shakespeare,” wrote “it is difficult 
not to imagine the author of Shakespeare‟s plays as in some sense their first director” (Bate 177). 
Yet another example of a playwright‟s role as director was documented in 1566, when author 
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Richard Edwards was reported to be in Oxford, preparing an elaborate production of his now lost 
play, Palamon and Arcite (White 28). 
Even though the Elizabethan playwright had some directorial oversight, after he delivered 
a finished text to the company of players, he had considerably less power than a modern 
playwright. The contemporary notion of “being true to the playwright‟s intent” had much less 
significance than it does today. Playwrights were seen not as artists, but as craftsmen, valuable 
only as long as they were producing good work. Companies regularly spent several times the 
amount of money paid to a playwright on a robe fit for King Lear, or a beautiful gown for 
Juliet‟s ball. Concerns about rehearsals, directorial input, or a unified vision barely existed, if at 
all. With none of the trappings that we have come to accept as the basics for successful theatre, 
how did the performances come off and given first-hand accounts of the times, come off so 
successfully?  
In the words of Shakespearean scholar Gary Taylor, “the plays were born on stage” (1). 
Shakespeare was an actor, as well as a playwright, and later, a stockholder in his company. His 
entire professional life was built upon, and focused on the stage. The theatre provided him with 
his livelihood. It served him as a platform for his work, and also served as a metaphor for life, 
both his own and that of his fellow citizens. This “empty space,” as Peter Brook so eloquently 
put it, was suited both to the actors and the audience. And its very shape and organization 
governed the way Shakespeare wrote his plays. 
Built to thrust out into the audience and demand the attention and interaction of the 
audience, the Elizabethan stage was a playing field of words. An actor striding upon these boards 
was afforded the freedom to make of the stage what he could, using Shakespeare‟s language as 
an instrument to engage the audience‟s attention, emotions, and imagination. C. Walter Hodge, 
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in The Globe Restored, argues that the thrust stage is “ideal” for its ability to allow actor and 
audience the close relation required for effective theatre (88). The relatively unadorned stage was 
an advantage for the playwrights; it gave them the freedom to shape not only their story and 
dialogue, but also a play‟s very form. This autonomy prompted a writing style aimed at the 
audience‟s imagination, not at specificity of details. The audience accepted and believed it when 
an actor told them that “This is Illyria, Lady” (Twelfth Night), or that Macbeth‟s castle “hath a 
pleasant seat; the air nimbly and sweetly recommends itself unto our gentle senses” (Macbeth). 
Elaborate scenic elements were not necessary, costumes need not be period-specific; what 
mattered above all was the language, and its power to open up the imagination, of both actor and 
audience.  
Thus, through his writing style, Shakespeare became, in some ways, his own first 
director. His language choices naturally led to many basic stage pictures. Another factor in 
shaping the look of productions was the lack of rehearsal time, which necessitated the repeated 
use of standard patterns of blocking and groupings (White 32). It appears that there was a flow 
from scene to scene. As one scene ended, and the actors started to head offstage, the next scene 
was beginning, with actors entering in conversation. Shakespeare‟s language is packed with 
staging clues, information that his fellow actors understood as an integral part of the text. 
Shakespeare‟s Henry VIII contains a good example of the direction that the playwright gives the 
actor. In this speech, one actor comments on the actions of another: 
“He bites his lip and starts, 
Stops on a sudden, looks upon the ground, 
Then lays his finger on his temple.” (3.2.114-116) 
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In addition to valuable staging information contained in the scripts, the actors were 
conversant with staging conventions. During a career that required the handling of multiple texts 
in a single season, veteran actors developed the ability to instinctively move and group in 
pleasing, effective patterns. In his book Shakespeare at the Globe: 1599-1609, Bernard 
Beckerman lists several categories of group scenes from Shakespearean texts and notes that the 
scenes, and the actors‟ movements, “reflect circumstances of Elizabethan life” (173).  
From their experience with Elizabethan writing, the actors developed a sort of theatrical 
shorthand, the ability to read the instructions that were included in the text by the playwright. 
This shared knowledge forms the basis for the teachings of John Barton. A director for the Royal 
Shakespeare Company, Barton is the author of Playing Shakespeare, a book based on a series of 
television episodes filmed in 1981 that, with the help of RSC actors, explored the reading of 
performance clues in Shakespeare‟s texts. “The best guide to an actor who wants to play in 
Shakespeare comes, I think, from Shakespeare himself who was an actor . . .  I also believe that 
in the Elizabethan theatre the actors knew how to use and interpret the hidden directions that 
Shakespeare himself provided” (7-8). Barton has been influential in teaching more than one 
generation of actors, directors and designers to recognize the clues and hints about performance 
that Shakespeare inserted into his texts, information that informed the presentation of his plays 
during his own life and theatrical career. Unfortunately, that life and career ended in 1616; 
within two-and-a-half decades a shift in political fortunes and cultural influence brought an end 
to the theatre that gave us Shakespeare. 
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RESTORING WILL 
When Cromwell and the Puritans seized the reins of English power in the early 1640‟s, 
much existing theatre practice was changed, thrown away or lost. One example was the traditions 
of staging in the public playhouses. The Elizabethan play texts survived, but there was little 
information on what they looked like on stage, or how they were performed. This absence of 
information created a lack of continuity when the monarchy and, by extension, the theatre were 
restored in 1660. According to Tyrone Guthrie, “there is no Shakespeare tradition” (210). 
Charles Marowitz underscores Guthrie‟s basic sentiment: “The Restoration did not restore the 
Shakespearean tradition which flourished at The Theatre, The Curtain, and The Globe, but 
created a new one conditioned by a different temperament, one which was the first to „take 
liberties‟ with the plays of the past” (119). 
As Gary Taylor states in Reinventing Shakespeare, “the failure to remember much of 
Shakespeare” created a dilemma during the early years of the Restoration (10). There had not 
been a printing of his collected works since the early 1630s, information was not readily 
available about the playwright or his life, and practically no Elizabethan actors were still alive. 
Another issue was the language –“by 1660 Shakespeare had begun to sound archaic” (Clark xlii). 
It would be another forty years before substantial Shakespearean criticism would appear in the 
writings of Nicholas Rowe and Alexander Pope. Suffice to say that theatre producers of the 
Restoration era had a lack of knowledge about or experience in the staging of Shakespeare‟s 
plays. 
S.H. Burton, writing about this period in his work Shakespeare’s Life and Stage, 
examined a potential visit by Shakespeare to the theatre in 1660: “He would have seen a greatly 
changed stage, a different style of acting and a new kind of audience. If, by chance, the players 
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had been acting one of his plays, he would have had difficulty in recognizing it. It all probability 
its title would have been changed and it would certainly have been extensively rewritten” (161). 
Despite these changes, and the subsequent “knowledge vacuum,” the Restoration saw the 
plays brought back to life, if not their original life, by theatrical entrepreneurs Thomas Killigrew 
and William Davenant. Each was awarded a royal patent to form a theatre company, receiving 
with these patents the rights to parcel up the plays of Shakespeare. Killigrew, and his King‟s 
Men, received the lion‟s share of Shakespeare‟s most popular pieces, including Julius Caesar 
and Othello, while Davenant and the Duke‟s Men were awarded only one popular play from the 
canon, Hamlet.  
This unequal distribution led to a markedly different approach to Shakespeare by these 
two companies. Killigrew, whose mother was a chamberlain to Queen Henrietta, and who 
himself married one of the Queen‟s attending maids, was a playwright in his own stead. Several 
of his plays, tragicomic in style and content, had received productions on the London stage 
before the closing of the theatres in 1642. Like Killigrew himself, his actors tended to be older. 
Given this experience, and the fact that they possessed the most popular of Shakespeare plays, 
the King‟s Men tended to offer more conservative productions, acceptable to the theatre-going 
public‟s expectations.  
Killigrew‟s conservatism did not mean that the King‟s men were true to the original 
Elizabethan stagings, however. Though the actors were older and had pre-Interregnum, 
Carolinian experience, none were old enough to have acted in, or to have seen plays presented 
during Shakespeare‟s day. Instead, they responded to later influences came into play, many 
derived directly from the theatre of the continent, where most of the royal house and many of its 
followers had spent their exile during the almost twenty years of the Commonwealth. 
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Representational scenery made its appearance on the English public stage at this time. Painted 
backgrounds with wing-and-groove flats behind a proscenium arch changed the look and feel of 
the stage.  
A more significant Continentally-influenced change came with the introduction of female 
actors who replacing the young boys of the English tradition. No longer would audiences have to 
imagine women onstage – they were actually there. What followed was a new emphasis on 
titillation and sex; new audiences flocked to see women on stage, especially women in breeches 
roles. At a time when acceptable female fashions allowed no leg to be viewed, the image of a 
comely young actress dressed in tights or breeches, portraying Cesario in Twelfth Night, or 
Ganymede in As You Like It, was hard to resist. 
The King‟s Men enjoyed a healthy following, and enjoyed a hearty competition with the 
rival Duke‟s for audience loyalty and royal favor. They presented a brand of Shakespeare that, 
though definitely not Elizabethan, was closer to the original than the version offered by 
Davenant‟s company. Their productions still maintained a fast flow, with the actors connecting 
to the audience on an extended forestage, a holdover from the Renaissance thrust stage. The new 
scenic elements were relegated to the upstage areas and tended to depict general settings rather 
than any specific locales. 
While Killigrew and company were presenting what they reasoned was traditional, 
though popular, Shakespeare, Davenant chose to shake up the establishment. Born not to the 
upper classes like Killigrew but of a merchant family from the Cotswolds, he rose to equally 
lofty heights: he wrote for both the public and private theatres, served Charles II as England‟s 
Poet Laureate, and wrote masques for the royal court. He maintained a close friendship with 
John Webb, successor and protégé to Inigo Jones, the great architect and scenic designer of the 
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English Renaissance. Davenant also claimed to share a personal history with the deceased 
playwright himself. Shakespeare was known to have visited, and sometimes lodged overnight, at 
the tavern owned by Davenant‟s father, Robert. Shakespeare was young William‟s godfather, 
and a rumor of the day persisted that Shakespeare was actually Davenant‟s biological father, a 
rumor that Davenant was later in his life to keep alive, giving him both a certain cachet and an 
extra ounce of authority as Shakespeare‟s true heir (Edmond 47).  
With his company of young and inexperienced actors, full of the energy and brash 
optimism inherent to young artists everywhere, Davenant found himself in a situation that 
allowed for innovation and change. Having received only one truly popular Shakespeare play, 
Hamlet, along with several others that were either out of favor or considered “flawed,” Davenant 
was determined to create both popular art and a market for it. In 1660, his new patent in hand, 
Davenant made a request to the Lord Chamberlain, the royal officer charged with policing the 
theatre. What Davenant proposed seems rather pedestrian and even logical to a modern audience: 
he submitted a “proposition of reformeing some of the more ancient playes that were playd at 
Blackfriars and making them fit” for the Duke‟s Men to perform (Nicoll 314). What resulted is 
the first major unified change in the way that Shakespeare‟s plays were presented to an audience. 
As a result of his petition to the Lord Chamberlain, Davenant was given rights to nine 
more Shakespeare plays, including Twelfth Night, Macbeth, King Lear and The Tempest; within 
a few years he had succeeded in creating a following for these “new” Shakespeare works. He 
ingeniously created a product that combined the work of the great Shakespeare with his own 
desire to show himself in line with a new generation, cultured and forward looking, not stuck in a 
past that, conveniently for Davenant, looked an awful lot like the work of Killigrew and the 
King‟s Men.  
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Astutely aware of the new vogue for spectacle, a trend that can be traced to both the 
splendor of the Carolinian royal masques, and the variety of theatrical practices imported from 
continent, especially the Ballet de Cours of France, Davenant set about to remake not just the 
plays of Shakespeare but the theatres in which they were presented. After a few years of 
residence in converted indoor tennis courts Davenant hired the renowned English architect, Sir 
Christopher Wren to design the new theatrical home of the Duke‟s Men at Dorset Garden. 
Costing the then enormous sum of ₤9000, Dorset Garden, which wasn‟t completed until well 
after Davenant‟s death, was in line with the new trends in theatres of the day, which included a 
most striking change, for audiences and theatre artists alike: a proscenium arch. The new scenic 
elements imported from Italy and France to London required an arch to frame them, and the 
three great theatres of the Restoration – Drury Lane, Lincoln‟s Inn Field, and Dorset Gardens – 
all had one. This basic design change would lead to the eventual elimination of the forestage, 
which had been so vital to Shakespeare‟s connection between actors and audience. 
It was not just the building that changed; it was also the plays themselves. One factor was 
the language of the originals. By the 1660‟s, English had already evolved to such an extent that 
the irregular blank verse of Shakespeare was considered outmoded. Restoration playwright John 
Dryden stated, in his preface to All for Love, that the language‟s “words and phrases must of 
necessity receive a change” as times changed (Black 95). Another factor leading to revisions of 
Shakespeare‟s plays was the widespread belief that the times, and the theatre that reflected those 
times, demanded works of more sophistication and refinement than had previously been the case. 
This push toward refinement left audiences with a feeling that the plays of Shakespeare, though a 
national treasure, even a genius, needed to be fixed. His heavy use of low humor and puns, his 
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overly descriptive language, and his reliance on metaphor and analogy were held up as faults that 
must be amended. And Davenant was only too happy to lead the revisionist charge. 
Davenant‟s first “fix” occurred in 1662: it was a conflation that combined the romantic 
battles of Benedick and Beatrice from Much Ado about Nothing with the dramatic storyline of 
Measure for Measure. The resultant work was called The Law against Lovers. His new version 
fell in line with the structure and styling of the comedies being written at the time by the likes of 
Dryden and William Wycherly. Davenant followed this work two years later with an adaptation 
of Macbeth that included scenes of witches who raced through the air on flying machines and 
were featured in musical numbers full of song and dance. The noted diarist, Samuel Pepys, wrote 
of that Macbeth as “one of the best plays for the stage that I ever saw” (70). 
Perhaps the best example of the Davenant vision for adapting his godfather‟s plays was 
realized in 1667 when he combined his talents with those of Dryden to rewrite and stage 
Shakespeare‟s The Tempest as The Enchanted Island. The work proved very popular – it can be 
argued that this is the first attempt at connecting a new generation of theatergoers with the works 
of Shakespeare. His original text, with its elements of sexual awakening and political intrigue, 
supernatural and magical creatures, and even its own version of a royal masque, invited 
elaborations and showcased the technical possibilities of Davenant‟s style of theatre. 
One element of the revised production was Davenant and Dryden‟s additions of multiple 
characters, both human and supernatural. They gave the innocent Ariel and the sensual Caliban 
partners (Milcha and Sycorax, respectively), and Miranda received a sister, Dorinda, who, like 
Miranda‟s Ferdinand, had a suitor, Hippolyto, a man who has “never seen a woman” (Furness 8). 
This paralleling of characters presented both a new focus on the romantic relationships of the 
play, and allowed an exploration of the sexual awakening that was occurring as a result of the 
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country‟s release from the puritan values of the Commonwealth. Now with a sister with whom 
she could share her secret thoughts, Miranda could fully explore, and conquer, the naiveté that is 
the hallmark of her original character as written by Shakespeare. Hippolyto‟s equally innocent 
outlook combined with that of the more experienced Ferdinand to present a view of 
contemporaneous male attitudes toward women. The intensified romantic relationships, with 
their inherent comic possibilities, invite keen study of an evolving culture. Having never seen a 
woman, Hippolyto is torn between Miranda and Dorinda; he subsequently fights, and loses, a 
duel with Ferdinand because of his possessive attitude towards both women.  
It is only through the magical intervention of Ariel that Hippolyto survives what seem to 
be mortal wounds. Though these creatures have abilities superior to those of humans, the 
Davenant/Dryden adaptation reduces the powers of Prospero. He is without cloak or staff, 
conjures no wedding celebration after marrying the two sets of lovers, and does not take any real 
action to revenge himself upon the usurpers, Antonio and Alonso (sans Sebastian). These 
characters come to repentance almost entirely on their own, and it happens rather early in the 
play. Prospero‟s main character trait is worry about his daughters and their budding sexuality, 
which he tries to control by placing a variety of impediments in the girls‟ way. He has become a 
doting father, harried and human. He is now the butt of multiple jokes, all aimed at impotent 
parents and mischievous children. 
Ultimately, what Davenant and Dryden achieved was a more theatrically ambitious 
domestic comedy that sacrificed the multiple levels and ambiguities of the original. Perhaps the 
best commentary was written by Davenant and Dryden themselves, who, ironically if not 
intentionally, summed up this trend in the spoken epilogue to The Enchanted Island: 
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“Shakespeare‟s magick could not be copied, within that circle none durst walk but he” (qtd. in 
Jackson 189).  
Such revisions were to become a hallmark of this period‟s interactions with 
Shakespeare‟s plays. These revisions followed a certain pattern: adding spectacular elements and 
emphasizing song, dance and the theatre‟s new technical capabilities; de-emphasizing 
Shakespeare‟s abundance of verbal imagery; and changing language and adding speeches to 
bring the originals more into compliance with the tastes of his day. What a modern theatergoing 
audience praises in Shakespeare was excised as pedantic or outmoded. 
The strategy Davenant initiated quickly spread and became even more elaborate. Nahum 
Tate‟s The History of King Lear, written in 1681, was so influential that it completely supplanted 
the original, which had been presented, almost as written, until well into the mid-1670s. Tate 
claimed to be motivated by a real desire to honor the work of Shakespeare. Eventually to become 
yet another of England‟s Poet Laureates, the playwright wrote that the original was “a heap of 
jewels, unstrung and unpolish‟t, yet so dazzling in their disorder, that I soon perceiv‟d that I had 
seiz‟d a treasure” (qtd. in Spencer 203). His version brought the original closer to the taste of his 
audience, providing Cordelia with a love interest in Edgar (who rescues her from the evil 
clutches of Edmond), totally omitting the philosophizing character of the Fool, and going to the 
extreme of providing a happy ending, with Lear, Gloucester and Cordelia all surviving. Poetic 
justice is served, as Lear not only survives, but also regains his sanity, and prepares to enjoy his 
final years in happiness as Cordelia and Edgar rule the kingdom in married bliss. 
Dryden had his biggest success reworking the Antony and Cleopatra story into All for 
Love, a play that he professed was his personal favorite. This adaptation stepped even further 
outside the lines of adapting Shakespeare‟s original texts -- it did not use Shakespeare‟s plot and 
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language. Instead, Dryden reworked the story, utilizing strict neo-classical ideals to construct a 
tightly knit, intimate look at the last hours of the famous lovers. Though following the 
regimented rules of unity inherent in Neo-Classicism, with one single action occurring within a 
few hours in one locale, Dryden wrote the new text in an approximation of Elizabethan blank 
verse, choosing to break from the accepted style of rhymed couplets that others, such as 
Corneille and Racine, were championing at the time. Such language was aimed at elevating 
Antony and Cleopatra, and making them more admirable and praiseworthy than Shakespeare‟s 
flawed originals. This might be the ultimate example of the Restoration‟s allowance for honoring 
Shakespeare‟s genius while simultaneously commenting on his playwriting faults. 
A final example of this adaptive trend, and of theatre‟s constant evolution and growth, 
speaks to a whole series of adaptations that highlight shifting and unstable political events near 
the end of the seventeenth century. As the issue of a successor for Charles II became increasingly 
urgent, conflict and strife between Protestants and Catholics led to the adaptation of many of 
Shakespeare‟s history plays for propaganda purposes. Popular examples included Tate‟s The 
Ingratitude of a Common-Wealth, adapted from Coriolanus in 1682; John Crowne‟s The Misery 
of Civil War and The Murder of Henry Duke of Gloucester, both taken in 1681 from the Henry 
VI trilogy; and Edward Ravenscroft‟s Titus Andronicus of 1678. All these and many more 
feature plotlines that directly comment on the political situations and machinations of the time 
(Spencer).  
Along with these trends in the treatment of the texts, the Restoration period also saw 
innovations in how Shakespeare was staged. Scenic influences from Europe, including ideas of 
perspective championed by Serlio in Italy, made their way to the English stage. Establishing a 
proscenium-style theatre, Davenant added movable scenery on a wing and groove system, which, 
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along with painted backdrops created a series of changing locales for the scenes in the play. 
Gone was the strict reliance on Shakespeare‟s language to set the scene as it had during his 
theatrical career. 
Theatre artists of the Restoration period were the first to adapt and present Shakespeare‟s 
plays so as to make them more accessible to a contemporary audience, and their influence 
continued to reverberate long after the period had passed. Two hundred years later, Charles 
Dickens, writing of the Victorian era in The Life and Adventures of Nicholas Nickleby, would 
create a contemporary theatre company, The Crummles, whose repertoire included a Romeo and 
Juliet that saw everyone but the hapless Paris alive and happy at the end of the play. Such 
revisioning of Shakespeare‟s plays started with Davenant; claiming his “birthright” he opened a 
door through which every Shakespeare practitioner since has traveled in some way. Taylor writes 
in Reinventing Shakespeare that Davenant‟s work, especially his championing of the proscenium 
and scenery, “fundamentally altered the history of Shakespearean performance, criticism, and 
editing” (15); in sum, the practice of innovative stagings of Shakespeare comes not so much 
from the Elizabethans, but from Davenant. 
 
                                              BACK TO THE TEXTS 
As the seventeenth century passed into the eighteenth, the restructuring of Shakespeare‟s 
texts continued in full force. Between the restoration of the theatre in 1660 and the late 
eighteenth century, several dozen adapted editions of Shakespeare‟s plays appeared in print and 
on stage. At the same time, the plays that had not gone out of favor, were presented uncut and in 
their original form. Othello, Julius Caesar and the Henry IV plays co-existed side by side with 
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the new versions, and it was the survival of these “true” texts that played a crucial role in the 
next re-discovery of Shakespeare. 
The eighteenth century saw the founding of Shakespeare as an “industry.” One crucial 
moment in this movement occurred in the spring of 1709 when the entrepreneur Richard Steele 
published the first issue of a new literary magazine titled The Tatler. Described by Steele as a 
model of “moderation” (qtd. in Taylor, 62), The Tatler regularly included quotations from 
sources viewed as unimpeachable as a means of supporting Steele‟s opinions. In that inaugural 
issue, Shakespeare made the first of many appearances; his work was held up as a contrast to the 
morally questionable theatre genre of the time, Restoration comedy. Steele presented 
Shakespeare as safe: English, a genius, and universal, a sage to be regularly quoted to the nation 
at large. 
What followed, or at least developed at roughly the same time, was the appearance of 
scholarly editions of the plays, further adding to the renewed legitimacy and power of the 
playwright and his work. Nicolas Rowe, Alexander Pope, and Samuel Johnson are prominent 
examples of editors and scholars who published the works of Shakespeare in editions containing 
more than just the plays. Rowe‟s 1709 collection contained biographical information of the 
author, an unheard of development for the time, as well as illustrations presenting an artistic 
vision of these literary worlds. Soon editions started to be divided into multiple volumes, 
accompanied by critical commentaries. It was around this time that our modern perception of 
Shakespeare as a cultural icon began to take shape. 
In the last years of the seventeenth century, political and economic turmoil led to a 
decline in theatre attendance. With Davenant and Killigrew dead, the two rival theatre 
companies, in an effort to cut costs and generate renewed interest in the theatre, joined forces and 
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became known as the United Company. Thomas Betterton was the star of this company, the 
greatest actor of his day; by the turn of the century, however, he had seceded, taking a group of 
actors with him. Although Betterton had a loyal following of actors and audience, he did not 
have  a repertoire of plays to perform. Betterton therefore revived several Shakespeare plays that 
had not enjoyed much popularity since before the Interregnum. He became so strongly associated 
with the playwright that he was rumored to have raised “Shakespeare‟s ghost” (Marsden 29).  
Colley Cibber, yet another actor turned manager, followed Betterton onto the stage. 
Cibber‟s adaptation of Richard III was to remain in force well into the twentieth century, long 
after the vogue for adaptation had died out. Cibber‟s Richard III was an exception, however; a 
backlash against adulterated Shakespeare took hold in the early decades of the eighteenth 
century. This backlash was partly due to the publication of the Shakespeare editions, but there 
were other contributing factors as well. One was the increased interest in novels which led to a 
new awareness of and emphasis on realistic details. Another factor pressuring Shakespeare 
production was the development of new fashions in acting that focused less on histrionics and 
more on finding a natural style for the expression of emotion. 
The shining light of this new acting style was David Garrick, born in 1717 of French 
Protestant stock. Garrick‟s father was a military officer often stationed far from home. As a 
result, young David took to sending his father lengthy letters describing details of their everyday 
life at the family home in Litchfield. This early literary activity spoke volumes about the young 
man‟s later passion for art and literature. At the age of 19 he briefly attended the “academy” at 
Edial, recently founded by the critic Samuel Johnson. After that school closed, Garrick made his 
way to London, where, with the aid of a prosperous uncle, he went into business as a wine 
merchant. 
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Garrick‟s greatest passion was a love of the theatre, however. Early in his twenties, he 
tried his hand at both theatre criticism and playwriting; eventually he tried acting. Early roles led 
to the turning point in his young career, a performance as the title character of Richard III. Soon 
Garrick was gaining fame and fortune as an actor; in 1742 he was engaged for an entire season at 
Drury Lane, and tours to Ireland and Scotland were frequent. Within six years Garrick had risen 
to such heights that when the patent for the management of Drury Lane became available he was 
able to purchase both the patent and the theatre property itself. Never again was he to act under 
another‟s management. The 1747 season opened in the fall of that year with Garrick leading a 
strong company of actors. This year inaugurated Garrick‟s nineteen-year run as manager of 
Drury Lane, a period during which he influenced English theatre practice through major changes 
in repertoire, staging and rehearsals. 
With the power that success brought, Garrick quickly set about to associate himself and 
his theatre with Shakespeare. No less than 24 Shakespeare productions were mounted at Drury 
Lane under his management. His most famous roles were from the canon: Hamlet, Romeo, Lear, 
and Richard III. The 1750 season was dedicated to the “God of our idolatry,” and the theatre 
itself was blessed: “Sacred to Shakespeare was this spot designed, to pierce the heart and 
humanize the mind” (qtd. in Marsden 32). As the champion of the playwright, Garrick was 
instrumental in helping to recover the original texts. He restored passages of original dialogue, 
helped refocus story lines that had been lost, and brought back into production plays that had 
fallen out of fashion. 
Garrick had his critics. Though he was dedicated to restoring Shakespeare, he was 
selective in how he went about it. He was not above adapting the texts himself. His version of 
The Taming of the Shrew was rewritten as the three-act farce, Catherine and Petruchio, focusing 
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almost entirely on their tempestuous relationship. Florizel and Perdita, based on The Winter’s 
Tale, shifted the focus back onto Leontes (in spite of its new title), though it did freely compress 
the action, along the way editing out that annoying break of sixteen years. Another example, The 
Fairies, freely based on A Midsummer Night’s Dream, boasted almost thirty musical numbers, 
written by a variety of authors. 
Even when Garrick presented the plays under their original titles, changes were freely 
made. His production of Romeo and Juliet eliminated some minor characters (such as Rosaline,  
Romeo being already in love with Juliet at the start of the play), and added elaborate spectacle, 
both to the existing Capulet ball and to a new scene, Juliet‟s funeral. In Macbeth, the title 
character, played of course by Garrick, had much more interaction with the witches (who, true to 
earlier Restoration adaptations, sang and danced), and had also an eloquent death speech. A 
major influence in Garrick‟s use of spectacle was the English painter Philip de Loutherbourg, 
who in addition to supervising scenic painting at Drury Lane, also won acclaim for introducing 
new technical and mechanical effects into the theatre; he was the first to place lights behind a 
canvas to represent celestial bodies, for example, or to use metal, gauze and silver threads to 
represent flowing water. 
It was not just as a performer and playwright that Garrick associated himself with the 
Bard. As manager of the Drury Lane, he instituted changes that brought the plays more closely in 
line with what he believed were their original Elizabethan stagings. Additionally, he banned the 
seating of audience members on the stage, championed better stage lighting, and worked to 
improve the overall quality of both scenery and costumes. It is true that some of his other 
managerial decisions, such as keeping the entire auditorium lit, and the covering of the stage 
floor in green cloth for the playing of tragedy, were more rooted in Restoration than Renaissance 
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practices, but he still accomplished much more than any other artist of his time to glorify and 
idealize Shakespeare. The ultimate example of this project was his organizing of a grand Jubilee 
celebrating Shakespeare in 1769. Held in the playwright‟s home town of Stratford-on-Avon, this 
festival, though ultimately a financial disaster, helped to establish a tourist industry centered on 
the playwright, and firmly established Garrick, like Davenant before him, as Will‟s heir-
apparent. 
Later that century, John Philip Kemble rose to prominence as the great Shakespearean 
actor of his day. Born in 1757 to Catholic parents, Kemble trained early on to be a priest, but, 
after a four-year course of study, realized that the priesthood was not for him. He made his 
theatrical debut at the age of 17; by the time he was 24, he was starring as Hamlet. He rose to 
prominence as one of the leading actor-managers of the period, and was known for the nobility 
and solemnity of his acting style, which many critics now refer to as “neo-classic.” John was not 
the only member of his family to gain theatrical prominence. His sister, Sarah Siddons, was at 
least equally acclaimed. Together they enjoyed long careers and great success. John went on to 
manage both Drury Lane and Covent Garden, and triumphed in many roles working beside his 
sister, such as their playing of Macbeth and Lady Macbeth.  
Despite the fame that these siblings achieved, it was another member of the Kemble 
family, their younger brother Charles, who had the most striking and lasting effect on the 
production of Shakespeare‟s plays. Born eighteen years after John, Charles Kemble was eager to 
follow his siblings into the theatre. In 1794, at the age of 19, he made his stage debut, playing 
Malcolm in a famous production of Macbeth that starred his older brother and sister as the ill-
fated Macbeths. Though he never achieved the star status of his older siblings, Charles still 
enjoyed a successful acting career. William Donne, a critic of the day, wrote of that, in secondary 
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parts, “he was at all times unsurpassed” (Donne 167). Working in an age dominated by actor-
managers, Charles apparently had the ability to bring depth to supporting roles such as Mercutio, 
Casio, and Antony. Though he lacked the vocal skills to pull off the great tragic roles, he enjoyed 
a strong following among London theatergoers. 
The youngest Kemble really made his mark as a theatre manager. In 1817, his older 
brother John retired from the stage and moved to Switzerland. Within three years, however, he 
was back in London, his partner at Covent Garden having died, leaving the business in a 
shambles. In the course of attempting to save the company, John gave his holdings in the Covent 
Garden Theatre to his “youngest and favorite” brother (Williamson 144). After nearly two years 
of maneuvering, Charles was able, in March of 1822, to take over the complete management of 
the theatre.  
The opening production of his first season, Sheridan‟s The School for Scandal, marked a 
departure for the theatre and for London theatre at that time. Before this change in management, 
Covent Garden had tended to offer gaudy over-designed spectacles and melodramas. The last 
season had featured an operatic revival of The Two Gentlemen of Verona that bore little 
resemblance to Shakespeare‟s original. Kemble‟s emphasis on the spoken word changed that, 
and audiences appeared to agree with him. Sheridan‟s classic comedy of manners was a hit that 
first season as were Shakespeare‟s Macbeth, Julius Caesar and Henry IV.  
Kemble‟s management style hit its stride at the beginning of the 1823-4 season. In 
November of that year, the doors opened on a refurbished and elegant theatre, featuring new 
seats, fabrics, and chandeliers. This new look extended to the first production, a revival of his 
production of Shakespeare‟s King John. Unprecedented in its attention to realistic detail, it was 
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to be the highlight of Kemble‟s managerial career, and a major turning point in the presentation 
of Shakespeare. 
Six months earlier, when Kemble had first presented King John at Covent Garden, a critic 
had remarked that, though he enjoyed the production, he found problems in the costuming, 
which had characters attired in a combination of contemporary and historical dress, much of it 
historically inaccurate. “It is full as easy to be correct as erroneous and whatever misleads the 
ignorant, while it offends others who know better, is at least worth improving” (qtd. in 
Williamson 165). Kemble was intrigued by the comments, and set about to correct the problem. 
He assigned a friend and colleague, J.R. Planchee, to head the project.  
Planchee was a writer who was often employed by Kemble. He had no real knowledge of 
costuming, though it soon became his “most absorbing study” (Planchee 36). Planchee became 
engrossed in the study of medieval architecture, weaponry, décor and fashions. He sought out 
noted experts in the field, utilizing their knowledge and expertise. The fruits of this work were 
apparent in the costumes that Planchee designed for Kemble‟s revival. Up to this point in 
Shakespeare production, costumes were a design element that had received little thought. Since 
Shakespeare‟s day costumes had tended to be a combination of modern dress and various 
historical pieces, drawn almost exclusively from the actors‟ own wardrobe. A famous drawing 
that has survived from Shakespeare‟s day shows a scene from Titus Andronicus. Titus and other 
dignitaries seem to be attired in togas and other classically inspired dress, while two guards stand 
in the background of the scene, dressed in contemporary Elizabethan uniforms. During Garrick‟s 
day, most productions featured heroes and villains in contemporary dress, regardless of the time 
period of the play. Though the late eighteenth-century started to see a few departures, such as a 
1773 production of Macbeth starring Charles Macklin that featured elements of Scottish dress, 
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the vast majority of characters were clothed in a mix of contemporary and historical fashions. 
Planchee was later to write that “it had long been a subject of special regret to lovers of the 
theatre that the plays of Shakespeare, the greatest dramatic constructions that this nation can 
boast, should be decidedly the worst dressed” exhibited on the stage (Planchee 3).  
Planchee‟s designs excited Kemble, though other members of the company derided them. 
Planchee put King John in attire drawn directly from historical sources, such as John‟s great seal 
which depicted him in battle armor. The entire design was backed up by thorough historical 
research. Kemble even had Planchee write a booklet for circulation in anticipation of the 
production. Titled Dramatic Costume, it detailed both the historical research and the theatre‟s 
desire to present costumes “worthy” of Shakespeare‟s plays. That precaution proved 
unnecessary. Planchee wrote of the opening later in his life. 
When the curtain rose, and discovered King John dressed as his effigy appears in 
 Worcester Cathedral, surrounded by his barons sheathed in mail, with cylindrical 
 helmets and correct armorial shields, and his courtiers in the long tunics and 
 mantles of the thirteenth century, there was a roar of approbation, accompanied by 
 four distinct rounds of applause, so general and so hearty, that the actors were  
astonished. (Planche 38) 
Critics and audience were unanimous in their praise for the production design. The 
Theatrical Observer wrote that it was destined to become “a memorable epoch in the history of 
the English stage” (qtd. in Williamson 168). Requests poured in for Kemble to stage the rest of 
the canon in the same way, and Kemble was quick to respond. What Kemble started was to lead 
to the work of William Macready and Charles Kean, and eventually, in many ways, to directorial 
analogy.  
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The last of the three actor-managers of the times to exert an exceptional influence on the 
evolution of Shakespearean presentation was William Macready, who starred in many of 
Kemble‟s productions at Covent Garden. Macready‟s work dominated Shakespeare production 
in the 1830‟s and 40‟s, much as Davenant‟s and Garrick‟s had done in their own time. Born in 
1793, the son of a provincial theatre manager, Macready made his debut at the age of 17 playing 
Romeo for his father‟s company. Soon he was one of London‟s biggest stars, and, in the eyes of 
many, the only serious rival to Edmund Kean. Like John Philip Kemble, he was manager of both 
Covent Garden and Drury Lane. Although Macready‟s period of ascendancy lasted only a decade 
and a half, his influence on Shakespeare presentation was much longer lived.  
Macready came into his own during a period when London theatre was in another cycle 
of decline. Several factors led to this decline, including the Licensing Act of 1737, which had 
created only two legitimate theatres: Covent Garden and Drury Lane. In addition there was an 
increase in the general population, and a strong public desire for spectacle, music and dance. As 
a result, Shakespeare‟s plays become the subject of operatic-style spectacles. During this period, 
A Midsummer Night’s Dream was more song than Shakespeare, with most of the lovers‟ scenes 
cut, and the „Pyramus and Thisbe‟ section transplanted to the woods populated by Oberon and 
Titania.  
Macready was determined to reform the theatre, and topping his list was the restoration 
of Shakespeare‟s original texts. Perhaps the most famous example in this restoration project was 
his King Lear, staged in 1838. Nahum Tate‟s adaptation had been the standard for over one 
hundred and fifty years, and Macready was determined to change that trend. He eliminated the 
embarrassing love affair that Tate gave to Cordelia and Edgar, and reinstated the role of the Fool. 
Several other important productions followed, each utilizing a further restored text, though it 
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must be noted that this did not mean that the entire original text was used. Passages thought to be 
arcane were cut, and scenes were often re-arranged to give the lead, played by Macready, a 
stronger role. 
In addition to restoring the original texts (or at least more of them than had been seen 
since Shakespeare‟s day), and presenting productions that were unified in design and staging, 
Macready was also noted for articulating an acting style, both as a performer and a producer, that 
was closer to the drawing room realism that would soon develop in Europe. His style, considered 
“naturalistic”, was commented upon by a theatre critic of the day: “To seize an emotion, to make 
it perfectly comprehensible in every capacity, to familiarize the creations of the dramatist to the 
spectator, rather than to hold them in a state of august elevation, seemed to be his constant aim” 
(qtd. in Downer 73).  
The principle of “unity” was a hallmark of everything that Macready did as a producer of 
theatre. Though he could not claim to have originated period costumes, since Kemble had beaten 
him to that innovation 15 years earlier, he did build upon the work of Kemble and Planchee to 
include not just accurate costumes but scenic elements that represented locales in accurate detail. 
“From the beginning to the end, the scenery of the piece, most of it new, corresponds with the 
period, and with the circumstances of the text” (qtd. in O‟Dell 210). For his production of 
Macbeth he used colored screens, rotating in front of lights, to help create a lightning effect for 
the scenes on the heath. Christopher Baugh, in Stage Design from Loutherbourg to Poel, wrote 
that Macready strove for “greater reality, yet at the same time, it was reality composed and 
structured as pictorial art” (318). He believed that every production should start with close and 
intense scrutiny of the text, and that all the decisions made should be a direct result of that study. 
Whether working on design, coaching actors or staging crowd scenes, he strove to stay true to 
44 
 
that vision. What has since become standard operating procedure was quite revolutionary for its 
time. Up to that time, theatre was, in Macready‟s own words, “stationary, its stage arrangements 
traditional, defended from innovation in each succeeding age by the name and authority of the 
leading actor who had gone before” (qtd. in Downer 225).  
Macready, following the lead of Garrick and Kemble, helped push the limits of 
Shakespeare production, bringing about an evolution of production techniques that set the stage 
for the emergence, at the end of the nineteenth-century, of the modern director. 
One final name should be mentioned here, if only in passing. The most exciting 
Shakespeare actor of the early nineteenth century was the Englishman Edmund Kean. Though 
known primarily as an actor of astonishing vitality and passion (it was of Kean that Coleridge 
said, watching him act was like “reading Shakespeare by flashes of lightning”). Kean was the 
first theatre practitioner to attempt to restore the complete ending of King Lear, which had been 
replaced with a happy ending by Nahum Tate in 1681. Unfortunately audiences did not accept 
the bleaker original ending, and Kean quickly abandoned the experiment after a few attempts.  
 
                                THE RISE OF THE DIRECTOR 
As the nineteenth-century came to a close, the lessons of David Garrick, Charles Kemble 
and William Macready had been assimilated and absorbed, and the scenic status quo was 
sumptuous, in pursuit of a visual accuracy. These visual effects were upstaging Shakespeare‟s 
wordplay. According to theatre scholar Russell Jackson, the almost two-and-a-half centuries 
since the restoration of Shakespeare to the stage were “lost labours, in which a succession of 
actors and managers wrenched the plays into a shape basically unsuited to their meaning” 
(Jackson 210). No less a figure than Bernard Shaw complained that “scenic spectacle was 
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usurping the proper function” of Shakespeare‟s plays (Jackson 1). This was in part due to the 
increasing size of theatres built in the early nineteenth century (with the growth of the British 
Empire, and the technological advances of the Industrial Revolution, London grew exponentially 
at this time, and larger theatres, such as the Strand and the Old Vic followed). Moreover, the 
public displayed a growing affection for Romanticism and then Melodrama, styles that put an 
emphasis on multiple locales and events, with a corresponding increase in spectacle and special 
effects. Another critic, upon seeing yet another over-designed and histrionic presentation, 
remarked on the dilemma of dealing with “a manager whose King Lear is Tate‟s, whose Richard 
III is Cibber‟s, who uses Garrick‟s Romeo and Juliet, and goes out of his way to engraft on 
Coriolanus large bits of Thomson, and on The Tempest larger masses of Dryden and Davenant” 
(qtd. in Odell 60).  
Which manager he was speaking of we do not know, but it would not be out of line to 
suggest the possibility of Henry Irving or Herbert Beerbohm-Tree. Henry Irving was the older of 
the two, born in 1838 in Somerset. Raised for the first decade of his life by an aunt who loved the 
arts, Irving became an actor at 18 and gained valuable experience in provincial stock companies. 
By his early thirties Irving was a star in London, both as an actor and as a director. Soon he was 
starring in Shakespeare productions; his Hamlet ran for an unprecedented 200 performances. As 
director, he built upon audiences‟ desire for historically accurate productions. His Othello 
featured Venetian fashions and presented image of a true Moor, bronzed in complexion instead 
of blackened.  
By the late 1870‟s Irving was running the Lyceum Theatre. Along with actress Ellen 
Terry, he was to lead the company for two decades with a long sequence of successful 
productions.  Although acknowledged as the leading actor-manager of his day, he was often 
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criticized and attacked for his traditional tastes. He favored costume dramas and historical 
melodramas, refused to stage the works of new dramatists such as Ibsen, and oversaw every 
aspect of production. He directed, drew the initial designs (which he then passed on to the actual 
designers) and played the leading roles. He believed in research and historical accuracy, but 
could be quick to eschew that accuracy for heightened dramatic effects and scenic beauty. He 
ruled his company with an iron fist; Irving was a curious mix of the old and the new – he helped 
to advance the theatre of his day, but was also often a roadblock to innovation. 
Herbert Beerbohm was born in 1852, the son of a very successful merchant. As a young 
man he alternated between serving as a clerk for his father and acting in amateur theatrical 
productions. After Herbert decided to concentrate solely upon theatre, his father remarked that 
only those who reached the top of the dramatic tree succeeded. Hearing this, the young man 
added “Tree” to the end of his name (Leiter 291). 
By 1887, Beerbohm-Tree had risen to become Irving‟s rival in London as an actor-
manager. Whereas Irving‟s skills as an actor led to his rise, Beerbohm-Tree was nowhere near 
Irving‟s rival on the stage. “He had an odd personality”, writes Hesketh Pearson in The Last 
Actor-Managers, “quite unfitted to heroic parts, with a curious throaty delivery and rather bizarre 
gestures” (9). It was Beerbohm-Tree‟s managerial achievements that brought him his real praise. 
Unlike Irving, he championed new authors, presenting works by Oscar Wilde, Maurice 
Maeterlinck and Henrik Ibsen. As a director, he recognized his limitations as an actor – he did 
not always play the leading role -, and built his theatre‟s reputation upon the strength of the 
company, rather than casting himself as the main leading actor. He spent considerable energy on 
the casting of supporting roles, utilized quality musicians for his productions, and worked closely 
with playwrights, even occasionally writing scenes himself. 
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But it was for his productions of Shakespeare that Beerbohm-Tree is best remembered. 
Like Irving, he sought historical accuracy in his scenery, even though Shakespeare sometimes 
left his locales vague, or even at odds with their geographical realities. Beerbohm-Tree was 
renowned for his spectacular scenery the shifting of which often necessitated lengthy breaks that 
slowed the pace of performance. Heskett Pearson describes the opening of Beerbohm-Tree‟s 
1911 production of Macbeth: 
There was a long role of thunder, a roar of wind and a rattle of hail; the darkness was 
suddenly pierced by blinding flashes of lightning, in which one could see rocks falling 
and a stout oak-tree, rent to the roots, toppling to the earth; following this the elements 
howled invisibly for a space; then came an ear-splitting peal of thunder, a final shriek of 
the blast, and against the dazzling background of a lightning-riven sky stood the figure of 
Macbeth. (Pearson 13) 
Beerbohm-Tree added business to clear up ambiguities in the text, often created silent 
characters whose only function was to point out thematic elements, and heavily utilized the 
painted drop for front-of-curtain scenes. He was the last of the true actor-managers; along with 
Irving, he marked the transition between the traditions of the Victorian age and the emerging 
modern sensibility. 
Irving and Beerbohm-Tree witnessed one of the most important events of early modern 
theatre: the emergence of a modern director, in the person of Georg II, the Duke of Saxe-
Meiningen. Saxe-Meiningen‟s achievements had been documented in the English press since his 
triumphant visit to Berlin in 1874. The Meiningen Company‟s continuing successes were 
reported in London, and when they embarked upon a tour of England in 1881, the entire 
theatrical community was ready to observe the company‟s innovations.  
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Georg came to power at the age of 40, when his father was forced to abdicate after siding 
with Austria in a brief and unsuccessful war against Prussia. Georg had up to that time spent 
most of his time developing his skills as an artist, and had come to be a great admirer of the 
theatre. He had even travelled as “far afield as London in the 1850‟s to see the celebrated 
Shakespeare „revivals‟ staged by Charles Kean” (Braun 11). Kean had played a major part in the 
push for historical accuracy in the English theatre, taking his inspiration from the previously 
mentioned work of Kemble and Macready.  
What English audiences witnessed when the Duke brought his company to London on 
tour was to have a major influence on English theatre in general, and on English Shakespeare in 
particular. Saxe-Meiningen was known for his own brand of heavily researched historical 
accuracy. Although he did not originate this style of production, he took it to new levels, 
particularly in the area of costumes. He employed experts to instruct the actors on how to wear 
historically accurate costumes, imposed penalties for infractions concerning attire and grooming, 
and staged scenes that emphasized the stateliness of the historical fashions.  
Innovations relating to costuming are just a few of the Duke‟s achievements. He helped 
to develop the notion of a directorial concept, a personal interpretation of a text that can become 
the basis for a production;  audience now assume that developing a concept is a major part of a 
director‟s responsibilities. Saxe-Meiningen instituted the idea of a long, extensive rehearsal 
process. Ludwig Barnay, an actor hired to join the Meiningen Company for an 1872 production 
of Schiller‟s Don Carlos, wrote of his experiences: 
I was both amazed and furious with the rehearsals, since I felt that they wasted a great 
deal of time on absolute non-essentials; the loudness or quietness of a speech, the way 
some non-speaking actor would stand, getting a tree or bush in the right spot, or 
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effectively lighting it. The actors were given long lectures, virtual treatises on the mood 
of a scene, the significance of a specific incident to the drama, yes, even on the emphasis 
of a single word. This caused the rehearsal to be stretched out endlessly in a manner quite 
unfamiliar to me, since other directors staging Don Carlos were satisfied with telling an 
actor whether he should enter right or left and on which side of another actor he should 
stand. The rest was left to the will of God” (qtd. in Braun 14).  
Nothing in Barnay‟s description of the Duke‟s rehearsals seems unusual to a modern-day theatre 
practitioner, but in the late 1870‟s, it was groundbreaking.  
Saxe-Meiningen was known for his meticulous staging and compositions, with 
“attention to small detail, asymmetrical blocking, and realistically staged crowd scenes” (DeHart 
77). He hired extras, non-professionals who had a bit of stage training and experience, to 
populate the crowds. Then he broke these extras into small, manageable groups that were each 
headed by a professional actor. Through this chain-of-command system and extensive rehearsals, 
these supernumeraries were fully integrated into the action, adding an element of realism to large 
scenes, such as the Forum scene in Julius Caesar. One critic noted that the result was “a total 
absence of that lumping of actors, that rigidity of form and feature, which chills the spectator at 
ordinary performances” (qtd. in Booth 15). Saxe-Meiningen designing scenic ground plans, that 
facilitated fluidity and quickness of pace, allowing for the emergence of that cinematic quality 
that Shakespeare wrote into his texts. He was also “widely acknowledged as a champion of the 
unadapted word of the dramatist” (Osborne 146), eschewing the fashion still in vogue at the time 
to heavily cut and rewrite Shakespeare‟s texts – a stand that was totally in line with his desire to 
honor the intention of the playwright. 
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The acting style of the Meiningen players was also revolutionary for the time. The Duke 
instituted an ensemble policy; audiences might see one of his actors play a lead one night, a 
supporting role another night, and even smaller roles in other productions. Saxe-Meiningen 
particularly worried that the hiring of extremely talented “stars” might set his acting company 
out of balance, something that would destroy the sense of ensemble that he was constantly 
seeking to hone. This choice struck at the very heart of the English actor-manager system, a 
system already in its death throes. In all things he endeavored to “create an environment with 
which the actor could establish a natural relationship” (Braun 18), an environment that was to 
lead to more a natural style of acting. This emphasis upon a natural acting style was to have a 
major effect on theatre practitioners across Europe, particularly Stanislavski. 
A final advantage for Saxe-Meiningen lay in his power as the Duke to create an apparatus 
that supported the arts and theatre in particular. His Court Theatre enjoyed the financial means to 
become the proving ground for many modern directorial ideas. 
London‟s reaction to the Meiningens was overwhelmingly positive. The Times noted the 
overall effect of the work: “What has been most admirable in their performances is the true 
artistic spirit shown” (qtd. in Booth 14). Both Irving and Beerbohm-Tree, along with every other 
important artist of the time, saw and learned from the company‟s work. 
Saxe-Meiningen‟s techniques and innovations were not entirely original – Kemble and 
Macready had already sought historical accuracy, and Charles Kean, with other later artists such 
as Stanislavski, utilized long and elaborate rehearsals to achieve effective staging. However the 
Duke stands out as the person to thoroughly assimilate these techniques and to consistently, even 
rigorously, apply them. His work was to have lasting effects throughout England and the rest of 
Europe. Seen by so many people as a result of the company‟s extensive travels, his work was to 
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set a standard that led to a revolution characterized by one critic as “the virtuoso actor has now 
given way to the virtuoso director” (qtd. in Braun 21). 
 
REVOLT 
As the twentieth century turned, the stage was set for a “Shakespeare Revolution, to use 
the title of J.L. Styan‟s major study of the development of the presentation of Shakespeare. 
According to Styan, the first step of the revolution was the marriage of scholarship and stage 
experimentation, a step first taken by William Poel. Born in Westminster, a borough of London, 
Poel had no real dealings with the theatre until he saw his first play at the age of twenty and 
thereafter became an ardent supporter of the stage. By his late twenties he had become a 
successful actor and had started his own small touring company. It was this company that Poel 
used as a proving ground for his theories about Shakespearean staging. 
Poel believed that the current method of presenting Shakespeare was “hampered by the 
constraints of the proscenium stage and that scene shifting should not impede the action‟s 
progress and rhythm” (Leiter 233). He had studied Shakespeare‟s texts, and was convinced that a 
return to the open thrust stage and staging conventions of Shakespeare‟s day were essential for 
effective presentation of the plays. Two specific events helped to spark his conversion. The first 
occurred in 1880, when Poel purchased and absorbed the newly published first and second 
quarto editions of Hamlet. Up until that point he, along with most of the populace, had to content 
themselves with adaptations from the past two hundred and twenty years based almost 
exclusively on the First Folio. Poel was especially excited by the idea that the first quarto might 
be a shortened acting version meant to be used by a touring company, a hypothesis that he 
offered to prove by mounting a production. 
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 In 1881, Poel presented the shortened first quarto, without intermission, on an empty 
stage, above which hung only a few curtains. Poel presentation featured several innovations, 
including clothing the actors in Elizabethan attire, reinserting the dumb show, maintaining a 
continuous flow of scenes, and renewing focus on characters other than Hamlet (such as Ophelia, 
who carried a lute in her mad scene instead of flowers, because Poel did not believe that the 
Queen would later describe the flowers in such detail if the audience had already witnessed the 
bouquet). In addition, Poel had some very particular ideas about the play. He did not see Hamlet 
as the brooding, melancholy figure of tradition, but as a smiling, chivalrous young man who was 
fully aware of the court intrigue around him. Similarly, Poel saw Polonius not as a scheming 
politician, but as a doddering old fool, prone to excessive babbling.  
Through these and numerous other choices, Poel wanted the audience to understand that 
these plays, regardless of where Shakespeare set them, were really about the playwright‟s own 
world, that “in order to understand Shakespeare you did not need to know anything about the real 
world or real people; you simply needed to understand the conventions of Elizabethan art” 
(Taylor 268). His production of Hamlet was not commercially successful, nor was it ever meant 
to be. What made it important can perhaps best be seen when comparing it to other Hamlets of 
the period, which tended to be sumptuously over-designed, focusing almost exclusively on the 
leading actor, who inhabited center stage for virtually the entire show. This was the height of 
picture book, illustrated Shakespeare, with placards just offstage indicating locale and action. 
The second event that galvanized Poel‟s work occurred in 1890 in Munich, where Poel 
saw a production of King Lear presented on a recently constructed “Shakespeare Stage.” Built 
under the direction of theatre manager Jocza Savits, the stage extended out over the orchestra pit, 
while upstage there was a modern interpretation of the three leveled Elizabethan tiring house 
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structure, including an inner below, where discoveries could be made. Poel was inspired by this 
experience, and he quickly set about to explore the staging in England. For a production of 
Measure for Measure in 1893, he outfitted the Royalty Theatre stage, based on a model of the 
Fortune Theatre, with Elizabethan trappings: 
It was complete with a practical rostrum and canvas painted cloths, representing galleries, 
boxes, and amphitheatre, two entrances to Stage under balcony, a center entrance, closed 
by pair of painted oak doors, two pillar supports, 18 feet high, to carry the roof or 
„Heaven‟ or center of stage, with facsimile ceiling piece of blue ground and gilt stars and 
covered by a lean-to covered painted roof joining on to tiring house, roof and wall, a pair 
of reproduction curtains, each 18 feet high by 9 feet, suspended on brass rods between the 
pillars, with ropes, pullies, etc.; also the back curtain with similar material of different 
designs, each 8 feet square with ropes and pullies. There are also tapestry curtains for 
doors under balcony, matting for floors of Stage, painted canvas palisade for front of 
platform. (Harris 113). 
In addition to his staging experiments, Poel influenced others through his scholarly 
writings on the subject of Shakespeare‟s theatre. In 1873 the growing interest in Shakespearean 
criticism led to the creation of the New Shakespeare Society, an organization dedicated to 
examining the plays through scientific study. One of its members was Poel, who in 1887 was 
also named an instructor for the Shakespeare Reading Society of University College, London. 
Presided over by Henry Irving, this society provided Poel the opportunity to present papers 
supporting his position. Finally, in 1894, three years after the disbanding of the Reading Society, 
Poel founded the Elizabethan Stage Society, with the purpose of giving “practical effect to the 
principle that Shakespeare should be accorded the build of stage for which he designed his 
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plays” (qtd. in O‟Connor 17). Over the next ten years Poel was able, through this group, to 
continue his work, eventually convincing many that his ideas had merit. He regularly lectured in 
the company of his productions, and was zealous in documenting his work, providing extensive 
records and photographs that are still of great value to artists and scholars. 
Later, Poel altered the Elizabethan Stage Society‟s purpose slightly, saying that it should 
“illustrate and advance the principle that Shakespeare‟s plays should be accorded the conditions 
of playing for which they were designed” (qtd. in O‟Connor 18). This change was prompted by 
the fact that Poel was never actually able to build an Elizabethan theatre; the best he could do 
was to recreate an Elizabethan stage upon existing proscenium stages. Nevertheless, his efforts to 
spaces for Shakespeare‟s plays were influential and widely recognized. Poel‟s successor in the 
fight to revolutionize Shakespeare, Harley Granville-Barker, said: 
I should like to register my appreciation of the work of Mr. William Poel, 
his founding of the Elizabethan Stage Society, and his gallant persistence with his 
experiments in the face of many difficulties. The value was experimental, and much of it 
has, I fear, been lost by the lack of any adequate and constructive criticisms of the 
experiments. (qtd. in Styan 47) 
No less a figure than Tyrone Guthrie later attested to Poel‟s importance. “I believe that 
he, if anybody, ought to be regarded as the founder of modern Shakespeare production” (Guthrie 
64). British director Jonathan Miller also praised Poel, especially in light of arguments that some 
have made that Poel‟s attempts to reinstitute the Elizabethan style of staging Shakespeare‟s plays 
could not help to move the direction of Shakespeare forward to new heights: “The ease with 
which Shakespeare‟s plays could be transferred to a non-historic sixteenth-century limbo 
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suggested that there might be no limit to the way in which these plays could be re-staged in the 
future” (Miller 58). 
Lacking a theatre or financial backing, Poel may have been seen as an eccentric outsider. 
Such was not the case with Harley Granville-Barker. His Shakespearean productions, staged at 
the Savoy Theatre from 1912 through 1914, were part of a new style of theatre in England, and 
truly signaled the arrival of the modern director. 
For an informed audience, hearing the name Granville-Barker today usually invokes 
some memory of his Prefaces, famous in Shakespearean criticism for their focus on production. 
But it is for his work as a director and producer of Shakespeare that he deserves a place in this 
study. Born in London in November of 1877, young Harley was the son of an architect father 
and a mother who was proficient in bird-mimicking. Her talents enabled her to teach him the art 
of public speaking and reciting – skills he put to work on stage, starting at the age of 14. By his 
early twenties, he was acting with such talents as Mrs. Patrick Campbell, and associating with 
Bernard Shaw, the noted critic and later budding playwright.  
Early in his acting career, Granville-Barker had the great fortune to act for William Poel, 
playing the title role in Poel‟s production of Richard II, and four years later the title role in his 
Edward II. During those experiences he watched and listened, finding in Poel a kindred spirit 
who shared many of Granville-Barker‟s strongly held beliefs concerning theatre and 
Shakespeare. 
Soon Granville-Barker was directing, starting with a program of one-act plays for the 
London Stage Society in 1900. Those early productions led to his being named manager of the 
Court Theatre, up to that time considered a minor theatre in London. Over the course of the next 
three years, Granville-Barker turned the Court into the most advanced, far-reaching presenter of 
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plays of the day. Offerings by Shaw, Ibsen, Hauptmann, Schnitzler and Granville-Barker himself 
were presented for two-week runs; productions of three Euripides texts (Hippolytus, The Trojan 
Women and Electra) helped revived interest in classic Greek plays. His success at the Court led 
to Granville-Barker‟s directing at a variety of venues over the next seven years.   
His work with three Shakespeare texts at London‟s Savoy Theatre became the highlight 
of his directing career, establishing landmarks in modern theatre history. His productions of The 
Winter’s Tale, Twelfth Night and A Midsummer Night’s Dream (staged between 1912 and 1914) 
showed English audiences that he had absorbed the lessons to be learned from Poel and had gone 
beyond him. Like Poel, Granville-Barker believed in the value of an Elizabethan playing space; 
he not only worked with an approximation of the levels that were such an integral part of the 
Globe and other Elizabethan public playhouses, but he also built a forestage over the orchestra 
pit, creating the intimate actor-audience interaction characteristic of Shakespeare‟s original stage. 
He was later to say that “a producer of Shakespeare will find no more important and no more 
difficult task than the restoring of this intimacy of contact” (Granville-Barker 1). Additionally, 
he recognized the value of Poel‟s experiments with continuous staging and went even further, 
pushing his actors to speak rapidly, in direct opposition to the stately elocution of the time. He 
hoped that this practice would force his audience to listen to the texts, thus creating more of an 
oral/aural (rather than spectacularly visual) experience. In addition, Granville-Barker seldom cut 
the texts performed. These innovations made it clear that something new was happening on the 
Savoy stage. What Granville-Barker wanted to do with Shakespeare was to “rescue him from his 
own reputation and restore him to the theatre as a writer of living plays” (Salmon 205). 
For all the similarities between Poel and Granville-Barker, the younger man proved much 
more successful as an interpreter of Shakespeare. Whereas Poel had attempted faithfully to 
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recreate Elizabethan playing conditions, Granville-Barker instead studied those conditions for 
ideas, and sought to recreate their effect, not their facsimile. In doing so, he rejected the style of 
design that was in vogue -- elaborately painted scenery and pictorially-illustrated playing spaces 
– and opted instead for simple, multi-level designs, with colorful curtains and draperies upstage, 
and bright white lighting that illuminated the entire space, rather than just center where the 
leading actor stood. Granville-Barker said that he was “as much for realism as anyone else, but 
you can‟t do Shakespeare realistically” (qtd. in Salenius 20). Instead, he opted for what he called 
“decoration”. In addition to the levels and soft curtains, his shows emphasized pillars, cone-
shaped structures representing trees, and brightly colored costumes, representative of no single 
time period. These production choices deemphasized design elements by simplifying and 
abstracting them, thereby returning Shakespeare to a more oral/aural production tradition. 
Granville-Barker‟s first Shakespearean production was his 1912 The Winter’s Tale, 
picked in part because of its obscurity, a factor that the director estimated would allow for 
experimentation. The last major production of the play had been Charles Kean‟s 1856 offering, 
renowned for its royal banquet, replete with slaves, musicians and Bacchic revelers.  Granville-
Barker‟s production also featured a palace setting (designed this time by Norman Wilkinson), but 
the similarities ended there. Granville-barker‟s setting had only golden curtains framing white 
pillars; the rest of the stage was bare, save for a few furniture pieces. The action moved between 
three levels, but the levels were not in the traditional Elizabethan arrangement. The stage was 
divided into three horizontal sections: the fore stage was in front of the proscenium arch and 
below the main stage level; then came the middle stage; finally, the rear section was elevated on 
a four-step platform, with curtains backing it. The effect was to thrust the action forward, 
enhancing the physical proximity and immediacy that Shakespeare‟s theatre offered its patrons.   
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Granville-Barker‟s work was so revolutionary, so contrary to traditional modes of 
presenting Shakespeare‟s plays that many had no idea what to make of it. The critics were 
widely split, with no lukewarm response: the production was either deified or vilified. John 
Palmer, of the Saturday Review, wrote that it was “probably the first performance of a play by 
Shakespeare that the author would himself have recognized for his own since Burbage” (Palmer 
391). Another review, by Darrell Figgis of the Academy, found fault with “the fact that the hand 
of the artist made impertinent intrusions on the proper business of the dramatist” (Figgis 418). 
Though it only ran for six weeks, losing money in the process, many acknowledged the 
emergence of “some sense of the true illusion at which Shakespeare aimed” (Styan 90).  
Twelfth Night followed closely on its heels. The most frequently revived Shakespearean 
comedy of the preceding century; it was also one of the most abused by actor-managers. Lavish 
musical and dance numbers were frequently added, scenes were reordered to allow the setting up 
and taking down of lavish settings, and the comic business of Sir Toby and Andrew Aguecheek 
often overshadowed the rest of the production. This time Wilkinson was responsible for both 
setting and costumes which led to a more unified production design than had been seen in The 
Winter’s Tale. Twelfth Night enjoyed a much longer and financially more successful run, 
opening in November of 1912 and closing in March of the following year.  
Granville-Barker‟s direction followed much the same pattern as in The Winter’s Tale, 
though this time the critics were unanimous in their praise. John Masefield, writing to the 
director, was ebullient, claiming that it was “the most beautiful thing that I have ever seen done 
on the stage” (qtd. in Purdom 142). Palmer, again writing for the Saturday Review, posited that 
“Mr. Barker‟s company in „Twelfth Night,‟ as in „The Winter‟s Tale,‟ bring us more nearly in 
touch with the spirit of their author than any yet seen in modern London” (Palmer 637-8). Even 
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the rapid delivery of lines, which received mixed reviews in the earlier production, was now 
hailed as “nearly as perfect as mortal ear can enjoy” (qtd. in Styan 93).  
A year later, Granville-Barker presented A Midsummer Night’s Dream. It has been only 
fourteen years since Beerbohm-Tree‟s infamous 1900 production, featuring live rabbits, a female 
Oberon singing most of his/her lines, and the music of Mendelssohn. This time, Granville-Barker 
presented an all-gold world, with even the fairies spray-painted to match. He recognized that 
productions can be made or broken by expectations, and that productions of Dream are 
remembered for their depictions of the immortals. There were no dancing or cavorting sprites for 
him: his Oberon and Titania moved in dignified, Oriental-inspired movements. They may have 
been shocking, but they were also unforgettable. 
Harley Granville-Barker‟s Shakespearean legacy lies in his emphasis on full and original 
texts, simple and effective settings, and the rising role of the director and producer in place of the 
actor-manager. He learned from those who came before, especially William Poel, and created a 
modern technique, that “put classic plays on stage in fresh and surprising new productions that 
informed many to come” (Green 17) – Max Reinhardt was soon to follow the same approach in 
Germany. According to Tyrone Guthrie, Poel and Granville-Barker showed that “if realistic 
scenery cannot be suitably adapted to the constant changes of environment and atmosphere 
required in the texts” then realistic scenery must be eliminated (204). In 1928, a young John 
Gielgud was on stage when Granville-Barker sat in on a rehearsal at the Court Theatre. Gielgud‟s 
simple statement says it all: “Barker was certainly a revelation” (qtd. in Salenius 27). 
William Poel and Harley Granville-Barker worked tirelessly to refocus the theatrical 
practices of an entire generation. Part of their legacy is their return, in differing degrees, to 
Elizabethan staging. Interestingly, their act of return opened the door to even more novel and 
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daring innovations. Placing his actors in Elizabethan dress, Poel raised an important question: if 
Shakespeare‟s actors performed in then-contemporary attire, why not place modern Shakespeare 
actors in the equivalent, modern dress? Barry Jackson of the Birmingham Repertory Theatre 
(BRT) took the first step down this road. As Robert Smallwood observes, “modern dress 
Shakespeare on the professional English stage began with Barry Jackson” (Bate 187). 
Jackson‟s father was a successful businessman, the owner of a chain of dairies. He also 
was a major supporter of the theatre, and passed that passion on to his son, both by reading 
Shakespeare to young Barry and by taking him to see the stars of the day. Born in 1879, and 
named for the famous actor Barry Sullivan, Barry Jackson by his late teens had started his own 
company, the Pilgrim Players, which toured much of the Midlands. For the first six years of their 
existence, when not on the road, the Pilgrim Players rehearsed and performed in the Jackson 
living room. Finally, in 1913, they were able to realize their dream, opening their own theatre in 
Birmingham. 
According to Norman Marshall‟s book The Other Theatre, the BRT built the first theatre 
in England designed specifically for repertory theatre (165). Though they were never a true 
repertory theatre, the Rep presented a varied slate of plays. Texts by Ibsen, Pirandello and Shaw 
joined classics by Shakespeare. Jackson was the authority in this enterprise, and it was under his 
leadership that the group adopted an aggressive policy to produce plays of the highest literary 
quality.  
In the staging of Shakespeare, Jackson followed Granville-Barker‟s philosophy of 
simplicity. The stage of the Rep was slightly raked, with a small apron that thrust out past the 
proscenium. The intimacy and connection that this provided for the actors and audience was 
noted by one theatergoer: 
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The theatre was constructed especially to allow for performances of the Shakespearean 
drama. The proscenium is something after the manner of that of the old Georgian 
playhouse during the transition from the platform stage to the picture stage, at the point 
when footlights were first introduced. That is to say, it has proscenium doors and a 
dwindled forestage, both of which are used in performance with the new compromise 
between the Elizabethan method of presentation and the Victorian method of 
presentation. The plays are never, therefore, trimmed to fit the stage or the players, and 
the full text of Shakespeare is given unaltered. (qtd. in Styan 141).  
The stage was backed by a cyclorama, and occasionally inserted architectural elements provided 
evocative settings. 
After presenting a few Shakespearean productions in the company‟s first decade, Jackson 
struck on the idea of modern dress. The inspiration came about as a result of his witnessing a 
group of local school children performing the „Pyramus and Thisbe‟ section from A Midsummer 
Night’s Dream. Having no budget, the group had to perform in their own clothes; the child 
playing Bottom had his father‟s tool bag, and the actor portraying Quince had bound his lunch up 
in a red kerchief. In the words of one of Jackson‟s biographers, “the stage suddenly became alive 
with human beings . . . who were not awed and hampered by unfamiliar dress” (Bishop 51). How 
effectively the scene turned out surprised even Jackson. Scholar Claire Cochrane also points out 
comments that he made after having seen a Moliere play, directed by Max Reinhardt, and staged 
in modern dress (97). Jackson decided to test the idea out on his BRT audience. His first modern 
sense production was the 1923 Cymbeline. Similar to Granville-Barker‟s rationale for choosing 
The Winter’s Tale, Jackson felt that the audience‟s relative ignorance of the late romance would 
facilitate his experimenting with it.  
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Jackson did not actually direct the production; that task fell to H.K. Ayliff, a member of 
the company. Ayliff relished the concept, adding such touches as the wager over Imogen taking 
place at an elegant dinner party, and actors clad not just in modern daily dress, but also using 
mountaineering equipment and sports gear. All of the choices were aimed at giving the audience 
a sense of immediacy, of accessibility. At the same time they hoped that the production concept 
would not overpower the play itself. 
The result was bafflement; audiences were just not used to something so “revolutionary.” 
Despite this initial response, audiences gradually warmed to the idea, especially the way this 
production choice made the plays more accessible, more “down to earth” (Cochrane 102). 
Shakespeare suddenly felt like a “working dramatist, writing within a popular theatrical 
tradition” (ibid). Jackson decided to keep going by staging that most famous of plays, Hamlet, in 
modern dress, and taking it to London in 1925. The result was the longest run of the play in 
years. Not only did Jackson‟s production generate favorable critical response in England, but it 
was also discussed in depth in both Europe and America. Ardent supporters included W.B. 
Yeats, William Poel and Gordon Craig.  
The production was billed as “Hamlet in Modern Dress” in order to inform the audience 
of the novel approach before they bought a ticket. This Denmark was a country of soirees: 
cocktail parties, cigars and monocles abounded. Jazz music played throughout, Hamlet wore plus 
fours and lounged about the beach, and Ophelia wore her hair in a bob, while sporting a dress of 
“inescapable shortness” (“Hamlet” 8). When all was said and done, an amazing thing had 
happened: the play was reinvented, the characters were revitalized, and the themes were made 
sharper and more pointed. The costume design was at the heart of this perceptual shift. Norman 
Marshall remarked, “The clothes enforced a naturalism which admittedly entailed some 
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sacrifices. Some of the declamatory passages had to be pruned, others underplayed. Some of the 
music of the verse and some of its magnificence was lost. But never before had I heard the verse 
spoken with such directness and simplicity” (175). Ivor Brown said that many on opening night 
“came to scoff and remained to hold its breath” (qtd. in Styan 148).  
Jackson felt strongly that this way the way to present Shakespeare: 
To the man in the street who comes to see a traditional production, the sublime  
unnaturalness of blank verse, the strangeness of the costumes and the conventions 
of Shakespearean acting interpose a veil between him and the author‟s intentions, 
and the man in the street comes away with an increased feeling of almost 
superstitious awe but no understanding that he has been witnessing a real conflict 
of credible human beings. It is with this end in view that we are producing 
Shakespeare just as if it happened today. (qtd. in Cochrane 105)  
In returning to one of the main tenets of Elizabethan staging, he found a reminder of the 
timelessness of the plays. Jackson‟s experiments with modern dress were meant to further 
explore Granville-Barker‟s ideas for recreating the spirit and effect of the Elizabethan stage 
without actually copying it. What he also did, without meaning to, was to establish a subset of 
period analogy. Resetting the site of the production to a contemporary era is totally in line with 
the definition of period analogy, that of unlocking additional thematic relevancy for the 
audience. Later in the century, directors were to regularly use modern dress as a form of analogy.  
Two more BRT modern-dress productions followed, Taming of the Shrew and Macbeth, 
both presented in 1928. These productions released a flood of imitators, including an American 
modern dress version of Hamlet the very same year as Jackson‟s. Soon, as we shall see in future 
chapters, other directors would make equally important leaps, both in England and America. 
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Clearly by the late 1920‟s, the Shakespeare revolution was in full swing with the director in 
charge. 
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CHAPTER 3 
                                 A NOT SO DISTANT SHORE 
 
ACROSS THE ATLANTIC 
While Garrick and other English artists of the eighteenth century were adapting and/or 
restoring Shakespeare‟s works, his plays were making the long journey across the Atlantic 
Ocean. Shakespeare, in the form of imported English productions, arrived in the colonies in the 
early 1750‟s. According to historian Garff Wilson, the theatrical fashions of the day were 
“transplanted from England to her colonies in the New World” (3). That it had taken this long is 
somewhat surprising. For over one hundred and fifty years, English and European colonists had 
been living in large numbers in North America. Though it is certainly true that the early years of 
any colonization are focused on establishing homes, farms and some form of civic infrastructure, 
the American colonies of the mid-seventeenth century were by then a thriving and profitable 
group. While the founding fathers of certain colonies, such as the Puritans of Massachusetts and 
the Quakers of Pennsylvania, came from stock that traditionally had opposed drama and actors, 
one might have though that the more liberal citizens of early New York, or even the genteel 
Cavaliers of Virginia and Maryland, would have cultivated the theatrical arts but they did not. 
Long after it ceased to be New Amsterdam, New York City was still heavily Dutch, and 
therefore, non-English, while the civility and culture of the antebellum South was spread out 
over the great isolated country plantations rather than being concentrated in any single city.  
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Eventually, on March 5, 1750, a theatre company, composed of both professional and 
amateur actors, and led by Thomas Kean and Walter Murray – both later described as “starstruck 
tradesmen” (qtd. in Morrison 231) -- presented Colley Cibber‟s version of Shakespeare‟s 
Richard III in a temporary theatre in New York City. There is some question about whether they 
played it in Philadelphia earlier that year – they are known to have been there for a few months 
presenting Addison‟s Cato. In any case, they performed in New York for over a year before 
heading south for Washington D.C.  
This initial offering was soon followed by what many consider to be the country‟s “first 
significant professional staging of Shakespeare in America” (Morrison 230). The Hallam 
Company, led by William and Lewis Hallam, late of London‟s New Wells Theatre, arrived in 
Virginia on the sailing vessel “The Charming Sally” in the late spring of 1752. Comprised of 
twelve professional English actors, the troupe spent three months preparing to present The 
Merchant of Venice in September of that year in nearby Williamsburg. A year later the company 
transferred to New York, with tours that encompassed Philadelphia and Charleston. Two years 
later they made their way to the West Indies, where the company‟s leadership changed: after the 
death of Lewis Hallam, his widow married the actor-manager David Douglass, the Hallam 
Company merged with the one run by Douglass and the American Company was formed.  
By the early nineteenth century, nearly 30 of Shakespeare‟s plays had reached the 
Americas. Othello, Hamlet, Macbeth, King Lear, and Romeo & Juliet all enjoyed huge 
successes. Most of these productions did not use the original texts, but followed the current 
English vogue for adaptation. Garrick‟s version of Taming of the Shrew, Catherine and 
Petruchio, was extremely popular. 
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Up to this time, America had scant native theatrical traditions. American simply opened 
their doors to another aspect of British rule, and later, British trade, blindly accepting the artistic 
styling of the mother country, especially when it came to that most English of playwrights, 
William Shakespeare. Author of the Oxford Companion to American Theatre, Gerald Bordman, 
writes of America‟s acceptance of the English norm: “Indeed, the use of Restoration and 18th 
century adaptations of virtually all of Shakespeare‟s plays was as commonplace in America as it 
was in London” (609). By the time the Continental Congress suggested a hiatus on public 
entertainments for the duration of the war for independence, the theatrical standard, a British 
one, had been set. It would take another century and a half, and the early days of the twentieth-
century, for America to make its own claim to Shakespeare. 
Even with its reliance on English norms, Shakespearean production in the United States 
was vibrant. From the early days of the new nation, Shakespeare‟s works were a popular 
diversion. Some historians have argued that the early American theatre was a natural home for 
Shakespeare, since its conditions were, in many ways, similar to those of Shakespeare‟s own 
day. Esther Dunn, writing along these lines, lists the uneducated audiences, primitive playing 
conditions and declamatory style of performance as evidence in support of this claim (Falk 105). 
This fertile ground was only too ready to accept, and nourish, the transplanted seed of 
Shakespeare‟s plays.  
The declamatory style of performance was particularly appealed to nineteenth century 
Americans. George Frederick Cooke was one of the first English imports associated with this 
method of delivering Shakespeare‟s text. Never seen as the equal of John Philip Kemble in his 
native England, Cooke nonetheless enjoyed huge success touring the United States. He went out 
of his way to break from Kemble‟s dignified speech, instead opting for a vigorous attack on the 
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lines. He favored using different, varied voices to help point out shifts in the text. His staging and 
business were just as incendiary; at times, his antics bordered on pantomime, as he endeavored to 
take the audience on an emotional journey. Note this example from his portrayal of Iago: when 
Othello urged Iago to kill Cassio, 
Cooke used to start as if he appeared horrified at the deed, appeared to  
hesitate, and then, with sudden impulse, drew his hand across his face, looked at the 
 Moor, who said plainly, “I do this for love of thee,” and then, in a voice almost as 
 choked, “My friend is dead!” The effect was irresistible.   (qtd. in Shattuck 33) 
Cooke led the way for perhaps England‟s greatest export, Edmund Kean. Small in stature, 
but huge in performance, Kean brought a romantic, naturalistic style of playing to American 
audiences during two separate visits to New York, in 1820 and later in 1825. Critics were 
divided over his legacy. When Fannie Kemble, the eighteen-year-old daughter of Charles 
Kemble (himself a Shakespearean actor of note), saw Kean‟s Shylock, she wrote that it was 
“bloodcurdling” (qtd. in Shattuck 38); although his work went against her own vision of theatre, 
she still was overcome by Kean‟s sense of passion and emotion. It was that passion and emotion 
that marked Kean‟s genius, a clear opposition to the dignity and decorum of John Philip Kemble. 
Kean prided himself not just on his passion, but on finding the actions, vocal quality and inner 
thoughts needed to accurately inform his character‟s true feelings and emotions. It was this 
naturalistic approach that prompted the theatre critic of the New York Post to comment “we saw 
the most complete actor, in our judgment, that ever appeared on our boards” (qtd. in Odell 583-
4).  
It wasn‟t until the mid-1820‟s that America finally produced a truly fine native-born 
Shakespearean actor. Edwin Forrest, born in 1806, first hit the stage at the tender age of 14, 
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playing a young man in a Philadelphia production of Douglas. By sixteen, his career was 
sufficiently established to allow him to leave home and earn regular work on the Mississippi 
river circuit. After an eventful four years learning and performing, he made his New York debut 
in 1826 playing Othello. By all accounts it was a triumph, with ladies in the audience throwing 
their handkerchiefs onstage as a token of their approbation.  
As a performer, Forrest was a devotee of the Kean style – in fact, he once played Iago to 
Kean‟s Othello. Emotionally charged, with extraordinary vocal powers, Forrest added to these 
skills a physical presence that the shorter Kean did not possess. Nearly six feet tall, Forrest 
brought to mind a powerful Byronic hero. He was not above showing off his well-developed 
muscles in performance, enhancing his appeal with both men and women. Adding to this 
attractiveness, fans were taken by Forrest‟s view that the great Shakespearean heroes, Lear and 
Othello especially, were closer to the common man than other performers had presented them in 
the past – Forrest presented them as good men who never gave up, and went down fighting. 
Ultimately, he was the first American to prove that great Shakespeare did not have to reside just 
in England, and he lit a torch that was passed on to others, most notably Charlotte Cushman and 
the Booths. 
Cushman, ten years Forrest‟s junior, came to Shakespearean success quite by accident. 
Blessed as a child with a strong contralto singing voice, she planned on an opera career but the 
efforts of her coach to turn her into a soprano led to permanent damage of  her singing voice. 
Fortuitously, a theatre manager saw her potential, and ensured that the young Cushman received 
training and support. So successful was this mentoring that, at the age of twenty, she enjoyed her 
first success in that most arduous of Shakespeare‟s female roles, Lady Macbeth. Over the next 
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decade, Cushman worked regularly, and learned from the best. Forrest, who encouraged her to 
devote more time and effort on her vocal skills, especially inspired her. 
Cushman‟s reputation eventually worked its way over the Atlantic and when William 
Charles Macready came to Philadelphia in 1843 to play Macbeth, Cushman was hired to play, 
once again, Lady Macbeth. Macready was so impressed with her work that he paid his highest 
compliment, inviting her to come and act in England. It was just a year later that she did, and 
soon, Cushman was a bigger star in London than she had been in America. She worked with 
Forrest, who was also touring the British Isles, and starred on her own in a variety of different 
vehicles, including plays by Shakespeare. She was especially renowned for performing roles 
such as Rosalind/Ganymede and Viola/Cesario.        
Success as a performer enabled Cushman to make an entree into management. First she 
ran a theatre in Philadelphia, and then she toured throughout Europe. Aware of the public‟s 
admiration for her in breeches roles, she decided to play Romeo in a production of Romeo & 
Juliet in London in 1846. For this production she presented the entire, uncut text, delivering a 
final deathblow to Garrick‟s adaptation. In this way, she became one of the first American artists 
to stage Shakespeare‟s script in its original form, a cause that Kean had started almost two 
decades earlier with his abortive attempts to restore the ending to King Lear.  
Cushman was not known for playing a breadth of Shakespearean roles – her physical and 
vocal qualities made that impossible. She did continue the trend towards homegrown talent that 
Forrest started, however, and is now hailed as the greatest American actress of the nineteenth 
century (Shattuck 87). 
By far this nation‟s most-acclaimed pre-twentieth-century Shakespearean actor was 
Edwin Booth. In an address in 1906 to the German Shakespeare Society, George B. Churchill 
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stated “in America, few question that Booth was our greatest actor and one of the greatest 
tragedians of all time” (422). Unsurpassed in the nineteenth-century, his story really starts with 
his father, Junius. Junius Brutus Booth was a young and talented provincial actor, when in 1817, 
his performance as Richard III at Covent Garden marked him as a rival to Kean in the romantic 
school. Four years later he emigrated to America, where he was to remain, except for a brief 
return tour of England, for the remainder of his career and life. While Kean‟s visits were 
confined to the great cities of the eastern seaboard, Booth toured the far-flung theatres of 
America. His influence was enormous, bringing Shakespeare to such far-off areas as Pittsburgh, 
New Orleans, St. Louis, and the Great Lakes; eventually he even played California. He had 
triumphs with Hamlet, Lear, Othello, Iago and Richard III, to name but a few of his most 
memorable roles. Walt Whitman wrote of Junius that “the words fire, energy, abandon, found in 
him unprecedented meanings” (qtd. in Reynolds 159).  
Junius Booth‟s most lasting triumph came as the paterfamilias of a great acting family. 
Junius Brutus II, Edwin and John Wilkes all followed their famous father into the business. They 
toured with him for years, learning at their father‟s side, seeing the country and developing their 
own styles and strengths. The most talented of the three by far was Edwin. He made his stage 
premiere playing a small role in Richard III and soon was acting with his father on a tour of 
California cities. After his father‟s death he toured the towns of the Gold Rush under his 
brother‟s management. Two years later, in 1857, Edwin returned to the east coast. Soon he was 
creating a reputation that outshone his father‟s. Productions of Othello (playing Iago and Othello, 
separately), King Lear, Taming of the Shrew, and Julius Caesar added to the legend of this 
second generation tragedian. A tour of England followed during the early years of the Civil War.  
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Returning to New York in early 1864, Booth was to cement his place in this nation‟s 
Shakespeare history at the Winter Garden Theatre. It was there that his legendary production of 
Hamlet ran for the unheard of length of one hundred performances. Booth‟s characterization of 
the melancholy Dane was emblematic of his own unique style, a “more restrained and subtle” 
kind of acting (Morrison 240). Though it had been an important evolutionary step on the road to 
a modern approach, the excessive passion and emotion of Kean was starting to fall from favor. 
Booth was more lyrical; critics celebrated his extensive vocal range and eloquent verse readings.  
William Winter, a New York newspaper reporter, described Booth‟s Hamlet as “the dark, 
mad, dreamy, mysterious hero of a poem,” performed “in an ideal manner, as far removed as 
possible from the plane of actual life” (167). The production itself was lavish, the result of 
several months of planning, design and rehearsal. The scenery, in colors of gold, crimson, scarlet 
and green, was monumental; the battlements of Elsinore Castle, a spot designed as a refuge for 
this Hamlet, were designed to faithfully reproduce the details of a tenth-century castle. No 
expense was spared, in fact, Booth told an acquaintance that “every scene, every dress, every 
chair and table – and nearly all the actors will be new” (qtd. in Shattuck 135).  
Unfortunately, just a month after the run ended, his brother John Wilkes assassinated 
President Abraham Lincoln, an event which not only threw the country into upheaval, but 
seemed to mark a death blow to Booth‟s career. Though he did return to the stage a year later, 
the rest of his career was marked by a dizzying pattern of critical successes and financial 
disasters. Booth, like many of his predecessors, could not resist the temptation to become a 
theatre manager, as well as a star. Unfortunately for him, the time of the actor-manager was fast 
coming to a close; before his career came to an end, however, Booth did have some influence, 
however,  in the staging of Shakespeare in America. His productions were characterized as 
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“carefully mounted, visually splendid” Shakespeare (Wilmeth 117). His innovations in the 
creation of theatrical spaces included smaller, more intimate spaces, and reducing the size of the 
apron, both changes that brought the action closer to the audience, allowing for a more realistic 
playing style.  
 
                                                       1900 
 Booth led the way for Richard Mansfield. Mansfield‟s treatment of Shakespeare 
highlights the influence of the Duke of Saxe-Meiningen on the American stage. Mansfield‟s 
productions relied heavily on the same sort of heavy historical research and detail that the Duke 
had championed, and was, according to Garff Wilson, a “significant representative of the 
transition from the theatrical traditions of the nineteenth century to the altered ideals of the 
twentieth” (“Transition”). As an example of where Shakespeare was at the turn-of-the-century, 
let us now examine a Mansfield production, Shakespeare‟s Henry V. 
When Richard Mansfield opened his version of the history play on October 3, 1900, what 
was presented on the stage of New York City‟s Garden Theatre was emblematic of 
Shakespearean production at the end of the nineteenth-century. The latest in a long tradition of 
actor-managers, Mansfield came to America as a member of the D‟Oyly Carte Opera Company 
in the early 1880‟s. When illness and an injury brought about his separation from that company 
after just a few years, he moved to New York and soon found success on the “legitimate stage”. 
His breakthrough role was as the lead in an adaptation of Robert Louis Stevenson‟s novel, Jekyll 
and Hyde, performed in New York City in 1887. He went on to triumphs in roles such as Cyrano 
de Bergerac, Peer Gynt and the Shakespearean characters Richard the Third, Hamlet, Shylock 
and Brutus. Upon the death of Sir Henry Irving in 1905, more than one critic lauded Mansfield 
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as the latest “Great English Actor” (Corbin 287). At the time of Mansfield‟s own passing two 
years later, the New York Times claimed that “as an interpreter of Shakespeare he had no living 
equal in his later days, as witnessed by the princely grace, the tragic force of his Richard, his 
thrilling acting in the tent scene of Caesar, the soldierly dignity and eloquence of his Prince Hal, 
and the pathos of the prayer in that play. He was the greatest actor of his hour, and one of the 
greatest of all times” (qtd. in D‟Oyly 2). 
By the end of the nineteenth century, Mansfield‟s stature in the New York theatre 
community also meant that he had many responsibilities. In a letter written in 1899 to critic and 
personal friend William Winter, Mansfield mentioned that he was thinking of presenting Henry 
the Fifth. “I shall probably produce it next season – especially since I now have over 90 people 
employed!” (Winter 137).  
But keeping his employees busy was not the only reason for the choice of Henry. 
Mansfield found little excitement in the new style of realistic plays that was taking over the 
world of theatre. For him, the problem plays of Ibsen and Strindberg, as opposed to those of G.B. 
Shaw, held little interest. Neither did the current vogue of musical comedy. He much preferred 
plays that possessed both power and poetry, and for Mansfield that meant Shakespeare – but not 
just any Shakespeare. Looking back later in his life, he spoke of the reasoning behind his choice: 
“Perhaps I was influenced beyond any other reason by the desire to drag Henry V out of a slough 
of false impressions that had materially affected his impersonation on the stage” (Wilstach 349). 
Mansfield was reacting specifically to the Henry of Charles Calvert, whose portrayal of 
the young English king Mansfield had seen in 1875. Calvert‟s penchant for spectacular and 
lavish productions of Shakespeare was well known in both England and America. For a 
production in 1873, Calvert hired over 150 locals as extras and demanded the best artisans and 
75 
 
technicians; his shows were the epitome of late Victorian excess. Mansfield felt determined to 
restore the role‟s reputation, from the era‟s accepted opinion of a character of little “imagination 
or strong affections” (Winter 138), to a man of action. The prevailing opinion of the role was one 
of a cold and wooden ruler, a man totally without emotion, style, or grace – an interpretation 
with which Mansfield couldn‟t have disagreed more. He wanted to show others the man that he 
saw, of whom he wrote in the plays‟ preface: “This is a many sided, versatile character . . . 
swaying his men by his reasoning and the powers of eloquence” (Wilstach 355). 
Having set out to restore Henry‟s worth, Mansfield soon was lost in a production whose 
excess seems, at least to a modern reader, not only to approach, but even to surpass Calvert‟s. A 
veritable fortune was spent, with no real expectation that it would be recouped. The production 
design called for nineteen separate scenic locales, and over 250 actors, singers and dancers. 
There were problems from the start, including a conflict that kept the company out of the theatre 
until two days before opening. Dress rehearsal took place over two evenings and lasted a total of 
thirteen hours; as the day of the opening dawned, no one had any real sense of how long the 
production itself would run. But when the opening night curtain finally came down shortly 
before midnight on October the third, after four and a half hours, Mansfield had a triumph on his 
hands. 
An example of Mansfield‟s excesses occurred at the end of Act Four. He inserted a 
pantomime, intended to show the triumphant return of Henry and his troops after their victory on 
the fields of Agincourt (a return whose details Shakespeare gives to the character of the Chorus, 
who deals with it in significantly fewer than 50 lines). Perhaps pantomime is too small a word 
for what Mansfield staged. Several contemporary reports describe the scene on the boundary of 
London, with old London Bridge in the background, and Henry and his ranks entering into a 
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representation of London that was overwhelming in both size and scope. Literally hundreds of 
townspeople were out to welcome home their beloved Hal. Decorative flags, banners and 
bunting bedecked the buildings, merchants hawked their wares, choirs sang and civic troops 
worked hard to hold back the masses. 
The Lord Mayor, dressed in his finest robes of office, was the first dignitary to meet the 
conquering monarch, there to present to the king the modern equivalent of the keys to the city. 
Next up were the soldiers, endless companies marching by in battle-stained garments, each led 
by its respective color. Mansfield‟s eye for the smallest detail came into play repeatedly. An 
example was the case of the young woman who, after anxiously scanning the crowds for her 
long-absent love, finally could no longer stand the unknown. She rushed forward to ask an 
officer for news, listened as he whispered gently in her ear and shook his head sadly, whereupon 
she cried out and fainted, to be carried off by several citizens. 
Soon the warriors passed, to be replaced by the Princes, Dukes and Knights of the realm, 
who formed a passage of two lines of honor for the passing of the King; these peers were 
followed by an assemblage of virtuous and chaste maidens, who were followed by boy‟s choirs, 
who were followed by the Archbishop of Canterbury and various lesser church officials, and last, 
but certainly by no means least, there appeared the victorious Henry himself, mounted on a white 
steed of war, a live horse on the stage of the Garden. All of this was accompanied with a 
cacophony of sights and sounds: flowers and garlands strewn in the roadway, palm branches 
waved by the maidens, cannon blasts, drums and fifes, cheers and mayhem. According to critic 
Wayne S. Turney, it was an overwhelming experience, presented “with a scenic completeness 
and splendor worthy of the great Henry Irving” (Turney). 
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This is but one example, albeit an exceptionally large one, of Mansfield‟s direction. 
Following the tenets of realism, he paid close attention to every detail, whether depicting the 
splendor of the French court, the squalor of the slums of Nym, Bardolph, and Pistol, the sheer 
volume of ships-of-war that filled the Southampton harbor for Henrys‟ departure for France and 
war, or multiple locations during the decisive battle at Agincourt. Amidst this splendor, what 
seems to stand out by its very absence is the raison d‟etre for Mansfield‟s production in the first 
place: resurrecting Hal‟s on-stage reputation. How did Mansfield‟s standard late-Victorian 
penchant for scenic spectacle and excess further his portrayal of the complete man that he so 
vehemently wanted to present? To our contemporary mind, these two aims may seem at cross-
purposes. 
Regardless of these questions, such was the success of Mansfield‟s production of Henry 
V that, after eight triumphant weeks in New York, it toured the eastern half of the United States 
for several months, bringing its grand style and vision to many of the nation‟s largest (literally, 
as well as figuratively) stages. Covering that much territory, Mansfield, wittingly or not, helped 
play a major role in showing a large portion of American theatre practitioners and theatergoers 
what Shakespeare was supposed to look like at the end of the rapidly closing 19
th
 century. This 
was the era of Herbert Beerbohm-Tree‟s scenically elaborate A Midsummer Night’s Dream (live 
bunny rabbits and all), and John Forbes-Robertson‟s historically-detailed Hamlet. This was the 
style of producing Shakespeare in America that marks the jumping off point for the study of the 
huge shift that occurred within the just completed twentieth-century.  
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   MODERN SHAKESPEARE 
In 1913, a 35 year old journalist, booking agent and vaudeville producer named Arthur 
Hopkins traveled to Europe to study the new theatrical practices that were being developed on 
the continent. He had only tried his hand at directing the previous year, presenting one of the first 
modern American plays dealing in psychological realism, Eleanor Gates‟ The Poor Little Rich 
Girl. Hopkins, having heard about an exciting new style in Europe, first visited England and 
France - but it was in Germany where he found what he was looking for: the New Stagecraft as 
practiced by Max Reinhardt. At his Deutsches Theatre in Berlin, Reinhardt was leading an 
exciting movement. Largely influenced by the writings of Adolphe Appia and Gordon Craig, 
proponents of the New Stagecraft argued against the realism that had established itself as a 
response to Victorian melodrama. Atmospheric mood, scenic simplicity and production unity 
were the focus of the movement. Appia, a Swiss theatre artist and theorist, had written 
extensively about the power of suggestive scenery and fluid lighting to create a unified stage 
production, in which action was intimately linked with mood and emotional energy. He argued 
against the two dimensional scenic painting and settings that were a regular aspect of nineteenth 
century production, instead promoting simple and evocative arrangements of levels. His ideal 
theatre “surrounds the text with the scenic elements necessary to illuminate it and discards those 
which would lessen its intensity” (qtd. in Beacham 8). He often designed “set pieces placed on a 
platform in front of a sky drop. His preference for straight vertical and horizontal lines” (Volbach 
182) was a major thematic element in his designs for Hamlet. Craig, an English designer and 
sometime director had, similarly, been espousing a theatre where sets and lighting suggested, not 
reproduced, nature and life. Craig started his career as a promising actor, but within a decade he 
had left acting and established himself as an outspoken critic of the realistic theatre of his time. 
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He argued, at one point, for the replacement of the actor by “uber-marionettes”, and championed 
movement and “abstract action” (Innes 118) as the essence of the art form. Craig‟s work on the 
mise-en-scene and stage composition influenced artists such as Stanislavski (Eynat ix). 
Hopkins was so moved by his experiences in Germany that he vowed to bring these 
practices to the American stage. “What struck me most about the German theatre” he later 
shared, “was its adult tone. It had progressed far beyond being a place of amusement” (Hopkins 
151). He wanted to create theatre that was not just entertainment, but a tool designed to “serve a 
useful purpose by espousing universal spiritual and moral truths” (Leiter 144). Ready to bring 
this new and unified vision of theatre to his home country, he headed back to America. 
Hopkins‟ revolution did not happen overnight. Several New York productions, while 
being innovative, were ultimately failures. It was not until 1915 that he succeeded with his 
production of The Devil’s Garden. The cause of this success was less the choice of material than 
his new collaboration with a young designer with whom he would go on to have many more 
triumphs: Robert Edmond Jones. 
A decade Hopkins‟s junior, Jones, the son of a New England farmer, had been interested 
in art since his early childhood. Like Hopkins, Jones was personally influenced by Reinhardt, 
having spent a year observing the work of many European theatres, most noticeably the 
Deutsches Theatre. The influences did not end with Reinhardt. Jones had studied Appia and 
Craig‟s writings, so vital to the development of the New Stagecraft, as well as the work of the 
Duke of Saxe-Meiningen and his company, whom Reinhardt had seen during one of their 
continental tours. In his mid-twenties, Jones had his first success designing The Man Who 
Married a Dumb Wife. Jones‟ work on the show was a natural extension of the New Stagecraft 
principles that he had observed in Europe: “The artist should omit the details, the prose of nature, 
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and give us only the spirit and the splendor” (Jones 5). Jones‟s influence has reverberated in 
United States stagecraft since his successes in the 1920‟s. He trained a young Jo Mielziner who 
in turn transmitted the Jones design tradition to many, including Donald Oenslager and Ming 
Cho Lee, both longtime teachers of scenic design at the Yale School of Drama.  
Jones‟s early successes brought him to Hopkins‟s attention, and soon a partnership was 
formed that would last for over forty productions. Hopkins‟s “devotion to meaningful themes, 
excellent writing, and expert acting” (Leiter 144), was a perfect match to Jones‟s innovations in 
lighting, color and imaginative settings. They worked together several times between 1915 and 
1920, developing a kind of artistic shorthand that readied them for the next piece of the 
production success puzzle, the appearance of a dashing young star. The partnership was also to 
serve as a model for many director-designer relationships to come, cementing the role of the 
designer as true collaborator. 
John Barrymore, the scion of an illustrious American acting dynasty, was born in 
February of 1882, to Maurice Barrymore and Georgiana Drew Barrymore. The youngest of three 
children, he entered a family with over a century of experience in the theatrical profession. When 
Edwin Booth opened as Hamlet in the mid-1870‟s, it was Barrymore‟s uncle, John Drew, who 
played the role of Rosencrantz, with his father, Maurice Barrymore, playing the role of Laertes. 
As their friendship developed, so too did a courtship between Maurice and Drew‟s younger 
sister, Georgiana. Out of this match were to come three siblings, each of whom would make a  
name in the profession: Lionel, Ethel, and John.. 
Though based in Philadelphia, the children‟s early years saw a myriad of travels and 
theatrical productions, following their parents‟ careers across the United States. They even sailed 
to England, where Maurice spent two seasons at the Haymarket. When not traveling with his 
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parents, young John lived with his grandmother, Luisa Lane Drew, who nurtured the youngest 
child‟s artistic talents. Barrymore later remarked that he had little interest in the theatre growing 
up – it was sketching and drawing that he loved. But as John matured, the family‟s fortunes took 
a turn for the worse. Declining interest in classical theatre, along with the death of his mother 
and his beloved grandmother, soon led the youngest Barrymore to question his desires. A 
mediocre student at best, he returned from school, at the age of eighteen, to join his father 
onstage, acting in the comedy A Man of the World. As he started to make a name for himself on 
the stage, his father suffered a mental breakdown; there were to be no more funds for frivolous 
studies at art schools. When his older sister Ethel became a Broadway star, she offered him a role 
in her latest production, and though he would leave and subsequently return to the stage a few 
times before settling as an actor, soon John was to become a star.  
Barrymore‟s early work revolved around a series of roles that took full advantage of his 
matinee-idol good looks. At the same time, those parts, and the looks that helped to support 
them, led the young actor into reckless and distracting behavior. Drinking, womanizing and 
selfish pranks stunted his possible growth as a serious actor. It wasn‟t until 1907, when his sister 
presented Ibsen‟s modern classic A Doll House, that the public, and Barrymore himself, got a 
surprising picture of what real talents the young man possessed. In the role of the syphilitic Dr. 
Rank, he showed an ability to create a layered and dense character. This led to his being cast in 
lead roles, including Tony in the comedy The Boys of Company B, the young juvenile lead in a 
Broadway musical, and Nat Duncan, the young city slicker in The Fortune Hunter, all of which 
contributed to his growing popularity and stature on the American stage. Although he had 
become a recognizable star, several critics pointed out that he was short on work and long on 
charm. Walter Eaton, writing for  Collier’s Magazine, noted that the young actor was “too 
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skillful to open himself to the demands of the character; he makes the drama clear, but he does 
not make you forget him or the character” (qtd. in Morrison 46).  
For the next half decade, Barrymore was happy to continue on that same course, enjoying 
the spoils of his position. A burgeoning friendship with the playwright Edward Sheldon, who 
wrote or doctored several texts for Barrymore, had a major effect on the direction of the actor‟s 
career. Sheldon “sensed his capabilities as an artist, and began urging him to challenge his 
abilities in serious roles” (Morrison 49). It took a few more years of light dramas and romantic 
comedies, but Barrymore finally started to listen to Sheldon‟s relentless advice. Eventually, 
through a series of dramatic roles, both on stage and in films, Barrymore developed a following 
as a serious dramatic actor, one who was ready to tackle the most challenging roles ever written, 
those of William Shakespeare. 
It was as Fadler in John Galworthy‟s drama Justice that Barrymore cemented his place as 
a serious actor of note. The director of that production was B. Iden Payne, an Englishman who 
briefly headed Dublin‟s Abbey Theatre, and was later to serve as teacher and mentor to Angus 
Bowmer, who would go on to found the influential Oregon Shakespeare Festival. Among other 
accomplishments, Payne is credited with starting the first drama department at an American 
university (Carnegie Mellon) and pioneering the repertory theatre movement in England. He had 
no knowledge of Barrymore‟s work or reputation, but, after two days of auditions, he knew 
instinctively that the actor had “all the qualities” needed to be a great actor (Morrison 53).  
From the very start of his work on the Galsworthy play, Barrymore seemed to understand 
that this was an opportunity to prove himself as an actor. He quit drinking, changed his 
appearance, and started working on his voice, which had never been trained. As a result the New 
York theatre critics praised his work, and the production played for over one hundred 
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performances, before returning the next season. Barrymore now had his pick of leading roles. A 
succession of triumphs followed, but he always seemed to grow bored with the plays soon after 
they opened. On several occasions, fellow cast members urged John to think about trying the 
great Shakespeare roles sought by the truly gifted actors of any generation: Romeo, Iago, and 
Hamlet. The actor, after repeated refusals, admitted that the role that really interested him was 
Richard III (Morrison 55). 
In 1918 Sheldon arranged a meeting between Barrymore and Arthur Hopkins. They hit it 
off immediately, talking of plans to start a repertory company in New York City that would bring 
“lasting prestige” to the Broadway stage. Hopkins would direct and produce, and Barrymore 
would star (with the promise of a handsome salary and half of the profits). Their first production 
together was Redemption, which opened in October of 1918. Though not an instant hit, 
Barrymore‟s notices were stellar. Writing in The New Republic, Francis Hackett waxed eloquent, 
saying that Barrymore “simply soars out of all his limitations and gives a performance that is a 
performance of genius” (55). A second production, Jest, followed in 1919. The eventual 
successes of both these pieces led the collaborative team to plan an assault on the heights, 
starting with Richard. 
Barrymore claimed that his first thought of playing Richard was sparked while observing 
a spider. Whether the story is true or just a colorful tale, the fact is that the resultant production, 
in the words of Variety, formed a “revolution”, with Barrymore serving as its “first lord” (qtd. in 
Morrison 67). To Hopkins and Barrymore, the time seemed right for a major Shakespearean 
production. Hopkins had just taken over the direction of the Shakespeare Playhouse, the great 
American actor Walter Hampden had just finished a run as Hamlet, and artists such as Robert 
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Edmond Jones and Norman Bel Geddes had just exhibited stage designs at an art show in 
Manhattan.  
Barrymore threw himself into preparations and training for Richard. He studied the works 
of Shakespeare and spoke with actors and scholars about the role. In early 1919, the team of 
Hopkins, Jones and Barrymore formally agreed to undertake the production of Richard III. 
Although they were to work for another year in preparation, the decision was kept quiet. No 
announcements were made, no plans publicized.  
While Barrymore continued his “training,” Hopkins began his directorial work. He 
started a detailed study of not just the Variorum text of Richard the Third, but of the major New 
York productions of the past. He later remarked that they “had been planning Richard for over a 
year, as this was the great challenge to our enterprise” (qtd. in Fowler Good Night 109). Special 
attention was paid to Richard Mansfield‟s 1889 British and American production. Both 
Barrymore and Hopkins claimed to have seen that production numerous times. Whether or not 
that is true, it is a fact that this new production would share a major theme with the earlier one: 
Richard‟s “psychological progression over a period of time from callow fledgling to haunted, 
fitful tyrant” (Morrison 71). This concept, a strong contemporary and personal interpretation of 
the classic work, worked well for Hopkins; while feeling strongly about the need to follow a 
playwright‟s intent, he saw nothing wrong with cutting and rearranging a text to fit what he saw 
as a modern theatre sensibility:  
When the throbbing torso of a play is laid on the table, the dissecting instruments are not 
content with exploration. They go in for organic reconstruction. In the reassembling, the 
heart may be left on the table, the intestines may be left to wither, the torso may be 
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distended with convenient undertaker‟s padding. The cheeks may be rouged and lips 
lifted into a beatific smile (Hopkins 179). 
His thoughts of cutting and reassembling the text seem ahead of their time, and remind one more 
of the adaptations of Joseph Papp in the 1960‟s than a traditional production of the early 1920s. 
Although Barrymore‟s approach to Richard was similar to Mansfield‟s, the two 
productions could hardly be called similar. In fact, Hopkins and company almost went out of 
their way to make radically different choices, as if they were concerned about comparisons and 
claims of copying. A major departure had its roots in Sigmund Freud 1916 publication of “Some 
Character-Types Met with in Psycho-Analytic Work.” In that article, as part of an exploration of 
a personality type that uses unjust acts to prove social exceptionality, Freud actually named King 
Richard III. For Hopkins, this essay was a linchpin for the entire production, providing a key to 
unlocking the mind and actions of the protagonist.  
With this key concept identified, Hopkins called upon the services of Edward Sheldon, 
Barrymore‟s champion, to aid him in cutting and creating the text for the production. As versions 
were completed, they were passed on to Barrymore for editing and revision. A major goal at this 
time was to create a unique, psychologically exciting text, at the same time keeping it to a 
reasonable length, one that a modern audience would tolerate. Scenes were compressed, 
sometimes to less than half their original length, lines were passed from character to character, 
and entirely new lines were written by Sheldon,  both to aid in the telling of the story, and to 
highlight Barrymore‟s strengths as an actor. 
While this work was progressing, Robert Edmond Jones was in London, gathering 
information and visual inspiration for his design. He spent literally weeks at the British Museum, 
examining fabrics, weapons, heraldry, and ornamentation from the appropriate period. Upon his 
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return to New York, Jones learned of a craftsman living in New Jersey, who was often entrusted 
by museums to repair and refurbish ancient armor. Jones hired the man to create Richard‟s two 
suits of armor, one black in color, the other copper. He also ordered was a sword of Jones‟s 
design, based on sketches he had made in London (Kobler Damned 153).  
While Hopkins and Jones were busy preparing for production, Barrymore had returned to 
the lesson he had learned a few years earlier: the need for a stronger voice. He was introduced to 
a retired opera singer, Margaret Carrington, who, for several years, had been studying “voice 
production and the relationship of words to meaning” (Kobler Good Night 196). Though there 
were just a few short weeks until rehearsals began, she agreed to take him on as a student. 
Barrymore‟s troubles were summed up years later by Hopkins: “Jack‟s chief handicap for the 
classics was a furry voice. There was a rasp which one feared could only be removed by a 
surgical miracle” (ibid). Even Carrington had her doubts: his voice was “tired, and in spite of its 
individual quality was of short range” (Morrison 76).  
In retrospect, Carrington‟system foreshadows the work of such modern voice teachers as 
Cicely Berry and Kristin Linklater: “She had come to believe that it was possible to free the 
speaking voice” [Linklater‟s seminal work is entitled Freeing the Natural Voice] “to such an 
extent that one could hear, not the speaker‟s intentions or his personality, but his inner essence, 
his self, the soul, speaking through him” (Pendleton 194). Barrymore recognized the talents of 
his new teacher and wholeheartedly threw himself into the work. They worked together virtually 
every day, straight through rehearsals until the opening. Not only did Carrington work to 
strengthen Barrymore‟s vocal skills; they spent many hours engaged in detailed character 
analysis. She functioned as the vocal coach that is accepted as standard today in many 
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Shakespeare companies, working with the actor to uncover truths about the character‟s 
motivations. 
At auditions, Hopkins favored actors that had no previous experience with Shakespeare. 
He wanted actors, like Barrymore, who were free of preconceptions about how to act the Bard. 
He furthered this idea by handing out to the cast typewritten copies of the text, without any stage 
directions. He instructed them not to read the original text of the play, and not to treat the 
author‟s work with “the kind of awed reverence” that he felt often led to stiff and boring 
historical recreations.  
Barrymore was quick to jump into rehearsals, exploring a radical physicality for the 
hunchbacked king. He had recently finished shooting a film version of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. 
From that experience he had learnt that true transformation came not from make-up and 
prosthetics, but from an internal change. In rehearsals for Richard, he talked of the physicality 
that he had discovered: “I merely turned my right foot inward, pointing it toward the instep of 
my left foot. I let it stay in that position and then forgot all about it. I did not try to walk badly, I 
walked as well as I could” (qtd. in Kobler Good Night 194). 
This departure from the standard acting model, as familiar as it sounds to us now, was a 
radical idea at the time. Barrymore was hinting that Mansfield, Robert Mantell, and even Henry 
Irving had over exaggerated Richard‟s physical handicap. His choice here is emblematic of the 
overall tone that Hopkins sought to bring to the entire production, that of challenging the 
perceived notions of how the play should be performed, to “treat the work as a new play” 
(Morrison 81) – it was truly to be a radical experience. 
When the curtain was finally raised on the opening night of March 6, 1920, an audience 
of over 1000 packed the seats of New York City‟s Plymouth Theatre. Whether their anticipation 
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was excited by the possibility of witnessing  greatness, or by hope that young Barrymore, only a 
few years removed from romantic comedy, would triumph mightily or fail miserably is hard to 
say; certainly the atmosphere that evening was , it was electric. By the end of that evening‟s 
show, there was no doubt that a major change had occurred in American Shakespearean 
production. Heywood Broun of New York‟s Tribune called it “the most inspired performance” of 
the play yet seen (qtd. in Morrison 94). 
The production opened with a scene interpolated from the closing moments of Henry VI, 
Part Three, chronologically the play immediately preceding the action of Richard III. Barrymore 
entered in his black armor, straight from battle, depositing an enemy‟s severed head onto the 
floor. This horrific opening image made it clear to the audience that they were in for a startling 
revival. The events at the end of the War of the Roses were unfolded to the audience, bit by bit. 
By establishing Richard‟s importance in that war, Hopkins gave the protagonist more weight and 
justification. By the time of the famous opening monologue -- “Now is the winter of our 
discontent…” --, in the sixth scene, the audience was already, on some level, Richard‟s co-
conspirators. Barrymore also left room for doubt about the protagonist‟s next steps. Here was a 
man, not made for the court, but for blood, who knew what he wanted, but was still working 
through the possibilities. Broun noted that Barrymore “presents us with an intense, ambitious but 
still hesitant man who has as yet no fixed goals. In the speech he lays before himself his various 
ambitions, weighing each carefully, and examining them critically” (128). Again, Barrymore‟s 
choices flew in the face of the accepted and standard characterization, promulgated by Mansfield 
and others, that saw the man as evil from the start, with no real humanity left. 
The audience was surprised by Richard‟s killing of King Henry VI, Barrymore‟s playing 
of the seduction of Anne as a “straight love scene, remarkably free of those smirks and grimaces 
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with which many Richards decorate it” (Mantle), and his seeming honest love and concern for 
the princes. The production overturned preconceptions about the character and the action while 
remaining logical and clear.  
Jones‟s settings were varied without taking focus from the performance. He used a unit 
set, focusing on simplicity and mood throughout. The main set element, based on Jones‟s 
sketches of the Tower of London, was a forty-eight feet tall, “ominous-looking, dull gray 
hexagon with angled sides extending to the wings” the central stage entrance of which was a 
“portcullis with a practical iron gate” (Morrison 84). Some part of this massive scenic element 
was visible for every scene, lending a feeling of oppressiveness to the entire production. 
Particularly effective were the iron trellises that were lowered in front of the proscenium arch for 
the murder of Clarence, effectively changing the already foreboding stage into a prison 
emblematic of the kingdom that Richard was building. Balancing the austerity of the setting were 
realistic, artistic costumes vivid with color and detail. Queen Elizabeth, while still on the throne, 
wore a long low-cut green-bodiced gown, topped by a green butterfly headdress. Richard 
sported, at various times, dull black armor, a scarlet doublet, a capacious red cloak, a brocaded 
gold, silver and violet mantle of office, and the afore-mentioned copper armor.  
Hopkins‟s influence was harder to detect, especially in light of Barrymore‟s bravura 
performance. He was famous for a laissez-faire attitude as director. He allowed actors room, 
occasionally removing himself from rehearsal in order to allow the actors space to explore 
without fear. Hopkins believed the less direction the better – even though he knew the 
production‟s entire text by heart. He tended to allow actors the freedom to block their own 
movements, within the framework that he established verbally at the start of rehearsal. His notes 
often took the form of questions rather than corrections. His overall goal was a unified 
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production to which the audience connected on an almost subconscious level, an effect that he 
called “unconscious projection” (Leiter 145). Judging by the overwhelming number of positive 
reviews, Hopkins achieved all of his goals and more. 
Many critics noted the power and effectiveness of the collaboration that took place on 
this production. The Globe remarked on the combination of Barrymore‟s acting and the 
Hopkins/Sheldon text, noting its “serious possibilities for the future” (8 March 1920). Kenneth 
Macgowan, of that same paper, wrote that this was the “finest moment in the American theatre” 
(qtd. in Kobler Damned 155). Town & Country‟s critic stated unequivocally that a new era had 
dawned for the Shakespeare actor: “Every moment he is before his spectator he is living, feeling, 
developing, justifying the emotional conduct of Richard III. For the first time in our memory, it 
occurs to us that Richard may actually have lived” (3 April 1920, 40). 
For all its power and import, this production enjoy only a short run. It closed after just 27 
performances, requiring Hopkins to refund thousands of dollars in pre-sold tickets, and turn 
away droves of excited audience members. The reason for its closing was simple – Barrymore 
was exhausted by the combination of extensive training, the demands of a new marriage, and a 
physically demanding role. Perhaps his early years of drinking and debauchery were being paid 
for, or he lacked the stamina necessary to sustain the necessary intensity. Margaret Carrington 
summed it up: “If there is a tragedy in the short run of Richard III, it was because a man of his 
temperament and talent could not physically sustain so high a standard as he achieved in his 
performance under the pressure of influences surrounding him at that time” (qtd. in Kobler 
Damned 156). 
Disappointment was felt throughout the New York theatre world. At the same time, 
though, audiences and theatre artists looked with anticipation to the future, and more productions 
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from the Hopkins-Jones-Barrymore team, Plans were announced to present a plethora of 
classical and contemporary plays, including Rostand‟s Cyrano de Bergerac, Shakespeare‟s 
Richard II, and Ferenc Molnar‟s Liliom. Hopkins later spoke of the hopes that the group still felt 
for the future, even after the abrupt end of Richard III. “We were in our third year in the 
Plymouth Theatre, and only three plays had been done. We could have gone on for ten years, or 
for that matter, as long as Jack lived” (qtd. in Kobler Good Night 195).  
The impact of the production was apparent. Even Barrymore, notorious for self-
deprecation when discussing his work, seemed to recognize its power and importance. 
Responding to a letter from his friend, the Shakespeare scholar John Jay Chapman, Barrymore 
talked of the success and responded to the clamor for more: “I‟d do it again sometime. He is 
enormous fun” (Chapman 30). Chapman countered with his own view: “This play is a rattling 
melodrama – boisterous and stagy, almost an extravaganza – and would be intolerable but for the 
wonderful god-like humor that pervades it” (qtd. in Hovey 264). 
The production‟s cachet was to be overshadowed two years laters by the next Hopkins-
Jones-Barrymore project, Hamlet. Many scholars and historians now lump the two together, with 
Richard serving as a kind of prologue, or run-up, to the much more commercially successful 
Hamlet. But Richard deserves to be remembered on its own; if anything, it can be argued that it 
is the more important of the two productions. It led the way, announcing a new era in American 
and subsequently international, Shakespeare production. All of the elements came together 
perfectly, at least as perfectly as any human endeavor can, creating what Charles Darnton of 
Evening World called  “an event that deserves a conspicuous place” in the history of modern 
theatre (qtd. in Morrison 114).  Though the last vestiges of the old model of Shakespeare 
production were to struggle on for a few more years, the stage was set for a thoroughly modern 
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investigation of the plays. Psychologically motivated characters, a relaxed speaking style, un-
stylized movements, suggestive designs, and modern direction were all shown as effective means 
for producing the classics. Hopkins summed up the production best: 
The enterprise had opened new and rich vistas, and, chief of all, a great actor had 
emerged. At all moments Barrymore was the artist. He created out of his own texture. He  
borrowed nothing. He copied nothing. His was within himself. His wine was from his 
own vine. Whatever jewels adorned his final creation were brought from his own inner 
contact with the deep richness that is hidden in all men but found by so few. It is the 
finding that makes the true artist brother to all mankind. In revealing himself he reveals 
others to themselves . . . As in other creative fields, the term artist is carelessly used in the 
theatre. There are more turners over  of old, exhausted earth than breakers of untouched 
soil. It was Barrymore‟s complete devotion to creation that made him the true artist and, I 
believe, the only full grown up theatre artist of our time” (qtd. in Kobler Good Night 
196). 
 
 THE NEXT ROUND 
The doorway that had been opened by Hopkins, Jones, and Barrymore was not 
immediately filled by a mass rushing to enter. Great leaps forward are often followed by stops 
and starts, and that was the case here. In fact, the only production in the following year that 
seemed inspired in any way by the spirit of Richard III was another Hopkins-Jones Shakespeare 
collaboration, Macbeth, this time starring John‟s older brother Lionel. Flush with their success 
(and with John out of action, at least temporarily, recovering his health and adjusting to a new 
marriage), director and designer were eager to try out their ideas on another Shakespeare 
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production, to strike while the iron was still white hot. Unfortunately this production, though it 
followed most of the precepts and techniques that had been used in their previous production, 
failed with both critics and at the box office. Most critics argue that the crux of the problem lie in 
Hopkins and Jones‟ decision to dabble in a new theatrical idea, expressionism.  
Defined as a style based on revealing the world of the play through the eyes of the 
protagonist, expressionism seemed a strong candidate for approaching Macbeth. Jones designed 
a now famous set, filled with harsh angles and visual tension, surmounted by three giant masks, 
representing at the same time the witches, the furies, and the fates. Hopkins bragged about the 
production‟s aim, to free Shakespeare from the “vessel of tradition” (qtd. in Morrison 123). 
Unfortunately, nothing of the sort seemed to transpire. The acting, while admired in places, never 
once “brushed greatness”, according to  Alexander Wolcott of the Times ( 19 April 1921 ). The 
designs, abstract and obtuse, confused the audience. Hopkins‟s direction, before so light-handed 
and unified, seemed to forced upon the production. Perhaps the only real benefit of the ill-fated 
production feel to John, who saw it more than once. It left him with a suspicion of Hopkins and 
Jones‟s “more radical production concepts” (Morrison 124), giving him a solid reason for 
returning to their previous approach when the three met the next year to start work on Hamlet. 
Barrymore wanted to recreate the combination of” high-Victorian romantic realism” (Morrison 
68) that he had brought to Richard, while Hopkins and Jones were more and more focused on the 
New Stagecraft that Jones had learnt from his study of Gordon Craig, and his time in Europe 
observing the work of Max Reinhardt at the Deutsches Theater. 
In the summer of 1922, Barrymore, determined to scale that greatest of acting heights, 
Barrymore traveled to the resort town of White Sulphur Springs in West Virginia. While most 
visitors were taking the baths, he was reading and re-reading the text; what surprised him most 
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during this time of study was the simplicity of the role. “Hamlet to me in the theatre, no matter 
who plays it, will never be quite the play that it is in the theatre of the cerebellum . . . Perhaps 
one of the reasons that so many people write about Hamlet is that they see themselves playing 
the part” (qtd. in Kobler Damned 171).  
Barrymore realized both from his studies, and from watching his brother‟s Macbeth, that 
he needed even more vocal and physical training. Once he informed Hopkins that he was ready 
and committed to the project, he wasted no time heading back to the tutelage of Margaret 
Carrington. She agreed to take him on again, provided that he and Hopkins met one condition: 
that, this time, in order not to be rushed or see another Barrymore breakdown sabotage the run, 
Hopkins would not start rehearsals, nor set an opening date, until she certified that Barrymore 
was ready. 
While the star was again in training, Hopkins instructed Jones to “dream out the 
production” (qtd. in Kobler Good 205). Perhaps mindful of the missteps from Macbeth, Jones 
returned to the simplicity and unity that had been his hallmarks. He designed a set that used a 
vast soaring archway to form a sort of proscenium arch, while upstage a huge stairway led up to 
castle ramparts. In the spring of 1922 Jones traveled to Europe for research as he had travelled to 
London in preparation for Richard III two years earlier. Visiting museums, galleries and theatres 
all over the continent, he was most struck by the scenic designs of a German director, Leopold 
Jessner, which Jones had seen in Berlin. Jessner‟s visual trademark was “Jessnertrepen” 
(Morrison 138), imposing flights of stairs that not only provided a sense of power and majesty, 
but also allowed for multiple playing levels. These stairs were to frame the physical world of 
Hamlet, at once suggesting both the castle at Elsinore, and a vast impersonal interior. Lewis 
Lewisohn, writing in The Nation, felt that the set lifted the action “into a region of the permanent 
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and significant without any loss of human values” (qtd. in Mills 192). In addition to this central 
design were some minimal furniture pieces, a few props, and a tableau curtain, before which 
small transitional scenes could take place.  
As important to Jones as the scenery was the lighting. Again Jones took inspiration from 
the Jessner‟s work. The complex light plot included “spotlight gels in varying shades of pink, 
rose, purple, green, violet and blue used to emphasize the mood of individual scenes” (Morrison 
140). A pale green light, often moving in and out of focus, created by the use of seven spotlights 
in different locations around the stage, was used to represent the spectral image of King Hamlet‟s 
Ghost. It was this effect that showed how strongly Jones had been influenced by the writings of 
Adolphe Appia, who once wrote that theatrical lighting, “like the actor, must be active” (31), and 
work in the service of the actor. 
Jones‟s costume design, interestingly, represented a contrast to the cutting edge 
European-influenced styles that were apparent in the setting and lights. Perhaps this was a nod to 
Barrymore‟s demands for conservative, safe design elements, which was his response to what he 
had seen as a failure the year before in his brother‟s ill-fated Macbeth. Jones‟s historically-based 
costumes were an amalgam of styles taken from the late Italian Renaissance, with a few touches 
of medieval Denmark. Tunics, flowing robes and dresses, chain mail armor, and renaissance 
swords were married to mantles with fur trimming, creating a rich, colorful world backed by the 
stone stairs of the set. Barrymore wore, after much experimentation, argument and input, a 
“simple costume of black duveteen, made to resemble velvet, but with a very close nap, and 
without the sheen of velvet” (Taylor 336). Added to that basic costume were several pieces, 
including a thigh-length doublet, jeweled belts, cloaks and padded tights. 
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Hopkins, meanwhile, was again delving into modern scientific literature for inspiration. 
Similar to his use of Freud‟s essay on psychological types for Richard III, he connected this time 
with Freud‟s writings on the Oedipal complex, originally published two decades earlier. This 
material gave the production many of its most famous moments, including the sexually charged 
bedroom scene between Hamlet and Gertrude, and the portrayal of Ophelia as a sexual being, not 
the innocent which had been the vogue since Garrick‟s days. Freud‟s writings ultimately 
informed the entire production, giving it a sexuality that bordered on shocking for 1922. Such 
was the overall power of the unified production, that this element was accepted as vital and 
essential. 
In cutting the text, Hopkins again seemed focused on not forcing the audience to sit for 
too long. The play was presented in three acts, with two ten-minute intermissions, and a running 
time of just over three hours. Numerous sub-plots were deleted or trimmed, with the aim of 
strengthening the central story line, and highlighting Barrymore. 
On the evening of the 16
th
 of November, 1922, New Yorkers again packed the theatre, 
this time the Sam Harris, to see another Hopkins-Jones-Barrymore Shakespeare production. 
Different this time was that most, if not all, were hoping for another magical experience. It 
seems, from the almost universal critical applause the three collaborators received, that the 
audience members got what they came for. There was an unprecedented number of reviews, 
“more than fifty reviews and critical columns” in the first week alone (Morrison 214), along with 
numerous others in later publications. The critics seemed to be most taken with the “modernism” 
of this Hamlet. According to author Michael A. Morrison, New York and the theatrical world 
were swept up in “Hamletmania” (145); dozens of other reviews appeared during the run, 
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resulting in an “outpouring of words in twentieth-century American criticism of a Shakespearean 
production” (Morrison 214).  
The production was almost universally hailed for its modern vision. As Ludwig 
Lewisohn of The Nation remarked, “The traditionalism of the stage has been wholly discarded. 
An extraordinary fresh, vivid and human imagination has re-envisaged the play” (Town Topics). 
Hopkins‟s direction and vision was noted and admired. Stark Young raved that “in its best 
passages, without any affectation of the primitive or the archaic, it achieved what primitive art 
can achieve: a fundamental pattern so simple and so revealing that it appeared to be mystical; 
and so direct and so strong that it restored to the dramatic scene its primary truth” (46). Several 
reviews mentioned the modern Freudian psychology that was obvious in the directorial concept, 
especially the frank depiction of modern sexuality that marked Hopkins‟ vision of Ophelia. 
Rachel Crothers, writing in the Times, praised the director for bringing out “the psychology of 
Ophelia‟s madness, the filth in the subconscious mind of an exquisitely pure and sensitive young 
girl” (qtd. in Morrison 223). She went on to praise Hopkins‟s many other achievements, 
including his ability to craft the delivery of lines, his compositional skills and his attention to 
details. 
Jones also was highly commended, although many of the reviewers found a small fault in 
the set while singing the designer‟s praises. Stark Young, in the same review mentioned in the 
previous paragraph, remarked upon the set‟s austere and regal nature, “a visual form that is, for 
the most part, inseparable from the thought of the play”, yet he was disturbed by the burial of 
Ophelia which, as Heywood Broun quipped, appeared to take place in “the front parlor, which 
seems to us to be clearly a mistake” (Broun 33). Young described the moment as “incongruous if 
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not absurd” (46). Jones‟s work with costumes and lights, when mentioned, was generally 
extolled.  
Barrymore‟s work was equally praised. As with Richard he had attempted to create a 
contemporary analytical man, conversational, without artifice or theatrical trappings. Lewis 
Lewisohn wrote that, ultimately, “other actors can act Hamlet; Barrymore is Hamlet” (qtd. in 
Mills 191). The image of the rational man, digging, sometime in excess, was remarked on by 
several writers. Heywood Broun found it the most profound part of Barrymore‟s 
characterization: “It is difficult for us to conceive of a Hamlet more intelligent” (World 17 Nov 
22). Arthur Hornblow, for Theatre Magazine, wrote that Barrymore‟s was “a great, beautiful and 
rare Hamlet, understanding and coherent. The American theatre may properly be proud of an 
actor capable of such lofty doings” (Hornblow 21).  
The production ran for 101 performances (in the process eclipsing Booth‟s record, which 
irked a few elderly theatre purists), before closing in February of 1923. Such had been the 
acclaim and rush for tickets that Hopkins and Barrymore could easily have stretched the run to 
“many months, perhaps even years” (Mills 204). It was revived on Broadway the following 
November (partly as a favor to Hopkins‟ pocketbook, from which massive refunds had been paid 
after the early closing of Richard III), and from there it embarked on an eastern United States 
tour. The following year the entire production moved to London, where it thrilled many, raised 
the ire of purists, and served as major inspiration for a new generation of actors. Demand 
expanded the original six-week offering to twelve weeks, and young actors such as John Gielgud 
and Laurence Olivier were able to see the play.  
The influence of this production was astonishing. Gielgud said, “It was very unusual a 
Shakespeare performance should suddenly take the town by storm as it did. Between the end of 
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Herbert Tree‟s reign [and Barrymore‟s production] there was very little Shakespeare done in the 
West End of London, and it was very extraordinary that Barrymore should come from America” 
with such a huge success (qtd. in Morrison 253). Olivier, who later openly credited Barrymore 
with much of the inspiration for his own later portrayal of Hamlet, remarked that John, with his 
intellect, wit and athleticism (all terms later used to describe Olivier‟s performance), “played the 
part to perfection” (60). It was not just the young who were swept away – Dame Ellen Terry, 
who played Ophelia to Irving‟s Hamlet, and was now in her seventies, left the theatre in tears, 
“too deeply affected by his performance” to visit Barrymore afterwards (Kobler Good 199). The 
production resonated throughout the theatre community, reinforcing many of the lesson that 
theatre artists had started to take from the production of Richard III. This landmark Hamlet was 
not only important for the way it looked at Shakespeare, but also for the director‟s and designer‟s 
championing of the New Stagecraft. Future productions were to be influenced by this approach 
to design, especially in twentieth-century America.  
With the closing of the London run, Barrymore‟s association with live Shakespeare came 
to an end (with the exception of a few radio excerpts and small recitations). He became known 
almost exclusively as a movie actor, and, in the opinion of many biographers and friends, 
returned to the life of excess and abuse that had marked his pre-Shakespeare career. In a 
foreshadowing of the changes happening in theatre, he was not to continue the established model 
of performing these young leads into his later years. What earlier audiences had accepted readily, 
a Mansfield or an Irving reviving roles well into middle age, was not acceptable as realism and 
naturalistic acting took center stage. For a few years, however, Barrymore reigned supreme on 
the American stage. He later looked back on his accomplishments which, in concert with 
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Hopkins‟s direction and Jones‟s designs, changed modern theatre for good. He admitted that this 
was: 
the theatrical achievement of which I am proudest. The most important thing was that   
John Barrymore, once a wild, irresponsible, no-good comedian had pulled himself 
together, had worked so hard and so conscientiously and so effectively that London 
praised his performance of Hamlet! The most critical Shakespeare audiences on earth had 
applauded John Barrymore‟s Hamlet! God, what satisfaction! (Barrymore 118) 
Jones, after Hamlet finally closed, wrote Barrymore that he could do “anything you want to do 
any way you want to do it. There is nobody else in that position in the theatre today. There is 
Arthur, and Margaret, and me, and all the big roles that have ever been written” (qtd. in Kobler 
Damned 202). As has already been stated, there would be no more theatre for Barrymore.  
Looking back through the modern lens of our contemporary Shakespeare experiences, the 
Hopkins-Jones-Barrymore productions may seem a bit stale and even safe. Their importance can 
not be over-emphasized in the evolution of Shakespeare on stage, however. The traditional mode 
of direction, featuring historically accurate pageantry and huge crowds presented in a “grand 
manner” (Morrison 4), fell before the onslaught of a director‟s unified vision of direction, and 
design influenced by new artistic movements, and modern, psychologically-motivated acting. 
What had changed was not merely the ways that Shakespeare, or for that matter any play, could 
be presented. What had ultimately transpired was a final leap into the twentieth century. The 
heady exuberance of the years immediately following the end of the “war to end all wars” and 
the subsequent focus on youth and vitality strongly affected the arts; theatre artists absorbed the 
lessons of the European developers of Realism and Naturalism and then anti-Realistic 
movements such as Expressionism, Symbolism and the New Stagecraft; and the writings of 
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modern thinkers such as Nietzsche, Darwin and Marx led to the creation of new forms of 
dramatic literature. The world of Shakespeare direction had finally turned modern. 
 
 NEW TRENDS 
This modern revolution had not been totally unexpected. Shakespeare historian G.C.D. 
Odell, who had documented many of the important late-Victorian productions previously 
mentioned in this study, even foresaw a possible revolt in America, of all places. Writing just 
months before Richard III opened, Odell theorized that “perhaps it will be on the wave of a great 
democratic impulse that the dramatist who knew most about all kinds of men and women will be 
carried to new life in the very near future” (Odell 469). 
Though the reign of Barrymore and his collaborators was brief, its effect was seen 
immediately. Within a week of the opening of Hamlet, producers who had been loathe to touch 
Shakespeare, or any classical text for that matter, were stumbling over themselves to jump on the 
proverbial bandwagon. The theatrical producer/playwright  David Belasco, in his seventieth year, 
opened a production of The Merchant of Venice in late December 1922. Being a Belasco 
product, the production had nothing in common with Hamlet except the playwright. Suddenly, 
though, Shakespeare was a hot commodity again, and innovative productions, obviously 
influenced by the Hopkins-Jones-Barrymore triumvirate, started to become commonplace. 
Early in 1923, Hopkins and Jones, having triumphed twice with John, and failed once 
with Lionel, completed a trilogy of sorts by presenting Ethel in Romeo & Juliet. Originally 
announced as a production of As You Like It, with Ethel as Rosaline, this production of the 
tragedy tale of young lovers was not well received. Part of the problem was that, for an audience 
trained to expect the newest theatrical ideas, the offering was very conservative, with only the 
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acting being reminiscent of John Barrymore‟s modern stylings. This choice, at odds with safe 
and traditional direction and design, left both audience and critics wondering what had happened 
to Hopkins and Jones.  
Others explored the new Shakespeare. The husband and wife team of E.H. Sothern and 
Julia Marlowe, the darlings of American Shakespeare just a few decades earlier, resurfaced in a 
Cymbeline that was presented on the modern approximation of an Elizabeth stage. John Corbin, 
writing in the New York Times, wrote that “all who care to be informed as to our classic theatre, 
especially those who are concerned in presenting Shakespeare” (rev. of Cymbeline II:1:5) were 
indebted to the stars for their work.  It is true that the return to Elizabethan staging had been 
explored in depth more than two decades earlier by Poel, but the fact that these traditionalists had 
ventured out of their cocoon was telling. Another old warhorse, Walter Hampden, presented and 
starred in an Othello the setting of which was clearly inspired by Jones and the New Stagecraft: 
“They exhibited an admirable use of levels, varying elevations, steps at the back, and ingenious 
planning” (rev. of Othello). The same remarks could have been said of Jones‟s Hamlet setting. 
Into this mix arrived Barry Jackson‟s famous “plus fours” Hamlet from England, a 
production examined in chapter 2. Mixing New Stagecraft elements with modern-dress 
costumes, this production, along with a subsequent Shrew and Macbeth from the same director, 
opened the door for modern American Shakespeare a bit further. By the end of the 1920s, several 
homegrown “modern dress” productions had appeared, adding another element to the growing 
list of techniques and methods of producing the Bard. It was ultimately to take the work of Orson 
Welles, to be examined in Chapter 4, to codify modern dress as viable method of directorial 
analogy 
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Still, the public at large seemed to be straddling the fence between tradition and 
innovation. Although the presence of a major star or important foreign director could make a 
strong impression, as the 1920s turned into the 1930s, most people remained uncertain about 
Shakespeare. In program notes presented for a 1929 “The Novice and the Duke – a modern dress 
presentation of Shakespeare‟s Measure For Measure,” director Olga Katzin wrote of the public‟s 
(and theatrical producers‟) apprehension toward the classics. “Remove that inhibition and all will 
enter into the glow, the zest, and the power of characters more vigorous than those in the 
majority of plays presented on any stage today” (Katzin). 
Although some audiences were still uncertain, theatre artists continued their rediscovery 
of the texts. Robert Edmond Jones took up directing, presenting a production of Othello that 
starred Walter Huston; it opened the third annual Central City, Colorado, drama festival, and 
parts of it were broadcast nationwide on the N.B.C. Radio network. In England, John Gielgud 
was laying his own claim to theatrical greatness, directing and starring in productions of Romeo 
& Juliet and Hamlet, the latter inspired, as Olivier‟s would be, by Barrymore‟s performance. Jo 
Mielziner, fresh from assisting Robert Edmond Jones, was the newest hot New York designer. 
Max Reinhardt was presenting his Mendelssohn-inspired A Midsummer Night’s Dream to 
audiences of 12,000 a night in Los Angeles. The ground was fertile for the next planting. 
The Great Depression appeared to dampen this period of innovation in the staging of 
Shakespeare‟s works in the United States. Triggered by the financial crash of October 1929, 
every aspect of American life and commerce took a hit. Factories shut down, financial 
institutions, including a majority of banks, closed, and unemployment rose to over twenty five 
percent. The theatre world was not immune from the crisis. Many considered the arts, including 
theatre, frivolous luxuries. Actor‟s Equity claimed that in New York City alone, “there were 
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5,000 unemployed actors”, and by counting workers in allied theatre fields, the union “estimated 
a probable 20,000 – 30,000” total unemployed (Flanagan 20). Across the nation, “more than fifty 
percent of the professionals” (Craig 1) were out of work, and two-thirds of all legitimate theatres 
were closed. Added to the troubles facing theatres was the competition from motion pictures. As 
more and more “talkies” were made, more and more theatres were built as, or converted to, 
motion picture houses. The dire financial times, combined with the low costs of showing a movie 
versus staging a live theatre production, often  meant that most people with discretionary money 
for entertainment were probably going to spend it on a movie, the average price of which was a 
quarter, one eighth the cost of a ticket to a live theatre  production (Flanagan 13). Theatre was in 
major trouble, and there was no salvation in sight. As a result, the exploration of new ways to 
produce Shakespeare also slowed.  
As the Depression worsened, newly elected President Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
proposed the New Deal, which included a vast series of federal projects designed to fight 
growing poverty and to put the unemployed back to work. One of Roosevelt‟s major initiatives 
was the Works Progress Administration, which attempted to provide work, not welfare. Under 
the W.P.A., major infrastructure projects such as highways, airports, and schools were 
constructed. One of the agencies created under the W.P.A. was the Federal Theatre Project. 
President and Mrs. Roosevelt had already been interested in “the concept of a national” theatre 
(Craig 1) and, considering the economic troubles, it seemed an appropriate time to found one.  It 
was to be run by Hallie Flanagan, former Director of the Vassar Experimental Theatre, located in 
upstate New York.  Known for its low budget, original designs, and modern interpretations of 
plays, the theatre, and its leader, had come to the attention of First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt. 
Flanagan‟s success at Vassar, combined with her training and experience (including the study of 
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state-run theatres in Europe, financed by her award as the first female recipient of a Guggenheim 
Fellowship) made her the First Lady‟s first choice to run the new Federal Theatre Project. The 
project was to employ actors, painters, musicians and writers; the dramatic entertainment 
produced was to be free or provided at a low cost to the public; and regional sections were to be 
established, allowing for renewed production and employment all over the nation, not just in 
New York City. John Houseman, in Run Through, the first volume of his autobiographical series, 
states that the project was “part of a desperate relief measure, conceived in a time of misery and 
despair. It came into existence at a time when the „established‟ commercial theatre and its 
middle-class audiences had been grievously hit by the depression” (16). Ultimately, Flanagan 
was attempting to create a national theatre organization, along the lines of what most European 
countries had already established. 
As part of the Federal Theatre Project, five theatre companies were formed in New York 
City alone. One was offered by Flanagan to John Houseman, “a stocky, balding thirty-three-year-
old Jewish-Alsatian Anglo-Hungarian born Jacques Haussmann before his name was changed to 
John Houseman, which perfectly suited his accent and bearing, that of an English gentleman” 
(Callow 193). Houseman, raised in Europe by a domineering mother, had bounced around the 
New York art scene without ever finding a real home. With a succession of past experiences that 
included playwriting and producing, he was desperate to find “a solution to his life” (Callow 
195). By chance, just a short time earlier, Houseman had made a discovery that was to radically 
alter U.S. Shakespeare production in the twentieth century.  
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  CHAPTER 4 
 THE WONDER BOY FROM KENOSHA 
 
Born on the sixth of May, 1915, George Orson Welles was heralded a special child from 
the moment of his birth, which his mother said coincided with the opening of factories all over 
town, prompting the blowing of “whistles and bells,” as if in acknowledgement of the birth 
(Callow 11). He was never far from his mother‟s side; in fact, between his mother‟s over 
affection, and a series of childhood illnesses, young Orson was, for the most part, home 
schooled. He claimed, as part of that education, to have learnt to read at the age of five from his 
mother‟s collection of Shakespeare‟s plays.  
Orson, in fact, claimed a lot of things -- it was an integral part of his nature to embellish, 
to fictionalize, his life and deeds. He once told the theatre critic Kenneth Tynan that he didn‟t 
want any description of him “to be accurate. I want it to be flattering. I don‟t think people who 
have to sing for their supper ever like to be described truthfully” (Tynan 67). This gift for verbal 
embellishment, for self-promotion and self-aggrandizement, were to be major factors in the great 
influence his first two Shakespeare productions would have on the course of modern 
Shakespeare direction. 
Brought up in a very progressive household, Welles regularly met artists and celebrities, 
studied Nietzsche and Freud, and wrote and presented elaborate plays, pageants and puppet 
shows. His parents‟ divorce early in his teenage years led to his enrollment in the progressive 
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Todd School for Boys, where he met his eventual friend and colleague Roger Hill. Together they 
worked on plays, most of which Welles adapted and directed and starred in. Later in their school 
days they were to collaborate on Welles‟ Everybody’s Shakespeare, an attempt to “make the 
Elizabethan popular in the classroom as well as on the stage” (Callow 177).  
After graduation, Welles, all of sixteen, travelled to Ireland, and quickly talked his way 
into Dublin‟s Gate Theatre, with a story about having been a member of New York City‟s 
Theatre Guild. It was there that he was to come under the tutelage of a truly unique theatrical 
artist, the designer Michael Mac Liammoir. Though Mac Liammoir did not believe the 
youngster‟s tale for a second, what Orson had going for him was his energized, sometimes 
overzealous acting, at a time when Dublin presented a dearth of local actors of the right age 
range who could play larger-than-life. It was a classic case of being in the right place at the right 
time for the American. Welles was cast in a major role as an older character; he had a talent for 
playing older characters, as this would happen over and over again in his career.  
What Orson found at the Gate was exactly the right environment for his progress as an 
artist. Mac Liammoir and his partner, British actor Hilton Edwards, had created a theatrical 
family that had all the trappings of an experimental theatre, while being firmly established as a 
commercial entity. They were especially interested in the New Stagecraft which had been 
inspired by the ideas of Appia and Craig, the very artists who had such a strong effect on the 
work of Hopkins and Jones. Always eager to experiment and take risks, these two mentors, 
whom Welles would love and respect through the remainder of his days, were teaching him the 
true meaning of being an artist. “They gave me an education”, Welles was to explain later in life. 
“Whatever I know about any of the stage arts today is only an extension of what I first knew 
from them” (Callow 92 ). The older artists had a powerful influence on young Orson‟s 
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understanding of Shakespeare‟s plays. When, just a few months after the closing of Jew Suss, the 
first play that Orson acted in there, the Gate next announced their production of Hamlet, Welles 
convinced Mac Liammoir and Edwards to cast him as both the Ghost of Hamlet‟s father, and as 
Fortinbras. These were roles that were again well outside his age range and experiences. Though 
successful in the production, his  lack of Gaelic or a British work permit meant that it was back 
to America for Welles after the end of the production. Ultimately, what his season at the Gate 
taught him, about Shakespeare especially, was in some ways an amalgam of the history of 
Shakespearean production covered so far in this study. Edwards‟ and Mac Liammoir‟s theatrical 
lineage, combined with their interests in and championing of the newest continental stagecraft, 
set Orson in a  long line that included William Poel, Harley Granville-Barker, and Barry Jackson. 
Their work was to influence the way he was to stage Shakespeare in America in just a few short 
years. Dublin finally and completely hooked Welles on the stage – the desire he had held for the 
majority of his young life was now a certainty. America had no idea what was about to descend 
on it. 
Back home, Welles tried his hand at playwriting, an attempt that did not lead to success, 
but did teach him the necessity of brevity, a lesson that he would put into play in just a few short 
years with his Shakespeare adaptations. Travel to Morocco and Spain allowed him the 
opportunity to complete Everybody’s Shakespeare, before returning to Chicago and trying his 
hand at directing Shakespeare. Finally, by chance, Welles met the playwright Thornton Wilder, 
who had heard rumors of the success of a young American in Dublin -- when determined that 
Welles was that youngster, he arranged for Orson to meet his friend Katherine Cornell, the 
famous American actress whose company was searching for a young actor to play the role of 
Marchbanks in its upcoming Broadway production of Candida.  
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Initially contracted to play Marchbanks, Mercutio in Romeo and Juliet, and Octavius in 
The Barretts of Wimpole Street, Orson stepped onto the stage with arguably the finest theatre 
company of its day. Cornell, at forty, had been a star for over a decade, while her husband, 
Guthrie McClintic, was nationally known as an excellent director. It was a major coup for the 
eighteen year old to have landed with such a successful company, but such good fortune seemed 
to follow Welles everywhere. The company quickly embarked upon a national tour, playing in 
over 75 cities in a six-month period. These were the early days of Broadway as America‟s 
theatrical capitol. Radio and film were changing the way the country‟s citizens looked at 
entertainment, forcing the closure of many cities‟ theatres. Despite that trend, Cornell and 
company exerted such an artistic pull that they were able to tour with success. The company was 
one of the very last of its kind, a touring repertory company that included in its rotation the 
occasional Shakespeare plays, and was built around its star. It was an anachronism, and the very 
opposite of the theatre tradition that Welles had been a part of in Ireland. After getting a taste of 
the latest stagecraft and production ideas floating around the European theatre community, he 
was now essentially part of a nineteenth-century theatre tradition, one that hearkened back to the 
days of Booth. On the opening night of Romeo and Juliet, Orson stepped in front of an audience 
that included John Houseman. Thoroughly bored with the production when he saw it opening 
night, Houseman nevertheless found himself transfixed by the appearance of a young actor 
playing the roles of Tybalt and the Chorus. Described by Houseman as possessing a “pale, shiny 
child‟s face under the unnatural growth of a dark beard, from which there issued a voice of such 
clarity and power that it tore like a high wind” (qtd. in Higham 75), the young man in question 
was Orson Welles. Though in personality and outward bearing as different as two people could 
be, their relationship was to have far-reaching implications for the future of the American 
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theatre. Houseman first approached Welles backstage after the opening of Romeo & Juliet, and, 
after striking up a friendship, instinctively suggested that they collaborate on a project that 
Houseman had recently begun, mounting a production of Archibald MacLeish‟s verse play 
Panic.  
Houseman had set up a new producing body, the Phoenix Theatre, with $500 in the bank 
and an offer out to Paul Muni to play the lead in Panic. But silence ensued, with no response 
from Muni regarding the role of McGafferty, the sixty-year-old captain of industry, “a doomed 
capitalist, a sort of un-Kane” (Naremore 9). That‟s when Houseman approached Welles. What he 
saw in this man-child‟s performance in Romeo and Juliet that convinced him of Welles‟ ability 
to handle the role of McGafferty is anyone‟s guess -- but Houseman was convinced of his 
judgment.  
Having just had his first professional foray into Shakespearean acting cut short by 
lagging houses, Welles was free to accept Houseman‟s overtures and to start up a very fruitful, if 
at times tempestuous, relationship. It was a relationship that was marked by a respect for each 
other‟s intelligence and talents, and a genuine affection for each other.  
Their, and the Phoenix Theatre‟s, first production was received with admiration by the 
New York critics. Orson‟s success, at such a young age, with a role of maturity and power was 
singled out again and again. Gabriel Gilbert, the theatre critic for the New York American, called 
his McGafferty ruthless and interesting, and labeled Welles “one of the most promising artists of 
the day” (16 March 1935).  
Into this mix came Flanagan‟s offer to Houseman to start one of the New York City 
projects funded by the Federal Theatre project. Houseman immediately called Welles (who had 
been making a living as a successful radio artist), putting the proposal to his partner, pointing out 
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“that it was not very often that two ambitious young men could get hold of the American 
Government as an „angel,‟” the theatre term for a rich backer (qtd. in Noble 75). Welles quickly 
joined Houseman, and the new group set up offices in the old Lafayette Theatre, located in 
Harlem. They started to conceive the idea of a Negro theatre unit. 
So many important moments in history come down to timing, and the emergence of this 
partnership was no exception. Welles “was in the right place at the right time to exploit 
thoroughly his particular talents” (France 3). Theatre had been hit hard by the Great Depression. 
The 1930‟s had seen only three new theatre houses open on Broadway, compared with the over 
thirty new theatres that had opened in the city over the past three decades. The Actors Stage 
Relief Fund was established to provide funds for out-of-work artists, and the bottom line for all 
theatres became financial -- art for art‟s sake was almost an impossible idea. Productions were 
dominated by either safe revues, light family fare, or politically-motivated, agit-prop works, such 
as those championed by the Group Theatre. What Welles saw held little interest for him. 
According to biographer Simon Callow, Orson “found very little in the current scene towards 
which to aspire. He abominated Broadway” and “the political theatre, amateur or professional, 
had no hold on him” (212). Welles (and Houseman with him) was interested in was the boundary 
of the art, generating the excitement and power that comes from the theatre being “suddenly 
projected into the historical mainstream of its time” (Houseman 16). Since one of Flanagan‟s 
self-imposed mandates for the project was to encourage the development of “original methods of 
production” (Noble 73), the offer seemed to fit perfectly with Orson‟s view of theatre as his own 
personal workshop. 
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 MACBETH 
When Welles and Houseman sat down to discuss their new venture, labeled Project 891, 
it was actually Orson‟s new bride, Virginia Nicholson, who came up with the production concept 
for their inaugural production, an all-black production of Shakespeare‟s Macbeth, reset from 
Scotland to Haiti during the reign of Emperor Henri Christophe who had set up a kingdom in the 
mountains of that island characterized by “wild extravagance in a grotesque parody of the court 
of Louis XIV” (Higham 81). Where Nicholson got the inspiration for this  analogous resetting of 
the play is not known (some historians mention a conversation with their friend, the flamboyant 
actor Francis Carpenter, while others suggest the influence of Michael Mac Liammoir, while 
another factor could very well have been the new vogue for travel and tourism to Haiti that had 
just recently started), but Welles and Houseman were immediately taken with the radical idea 
and set to work on the production. Welles “had long been mesmerized by Shakespeare‟s 
Macbeth. In part because the play was so complete an expression of the dangers of power and the 
ruinous effects of corruption and evil” (Higham 81). Welles was obsessed by these themes, and 
was to revisit them the next year when he tackled Julius Caesar. The benefits seemed multiple. 
Orson related that they wanted to “give to Negro artists, many of whom are very talented, an 
opportunity to play in the sort of thing that is usually denied them . . . so we decided to try 
something different, to give Negroes some opportunity of showing what they could do in 
classical roles” (qtd. in Noble 76).  
Another benefit concerned what is arguably the biggest challenge when directing 
Shakespeare‟s tale of murderous ambition, the representation of the witches. By setting the play 
in early nineteenth-century Haiti, Welles could make use of the local beliefs in voodoo and 
witchcraft in a way that was natural and probable. Theatre scholar John O‟Connor, pointing out 
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the stage history of the play prior to this production, wrote that “the witches and the supernatural, 
often treated earlier as comic characters and spectacle, were now made more human and rational 
or were cut.” Welles‟s treatment presented a reaction “against such attempts to rationalize the 
supernatural and make „understandable‟ the power of the witches” (344). Critic Brooks Atkinson 
thought it was a stroke of genius, stating that “the witches have always worried the life out of the 
polite tragic stage. But ship the witches down into the rank and fever-stricken jungle of Haiti, 
and there you have a witches scene that is logical and stunning and a triumph of theatre art” (qtd. 
in Green 32). 
The fact that Welles had never before directed professionally didn‟t bother Houseman in 
the least: “I had complete faith in his ability to direct” actors who not only were inexperienced, 
but almost totally without any experience with Elizabethan blank verse (Houseman Unfinished 
96). The artists that Welles and Houseman (as director and producer respectively) gathered 
around them were impressive in their quantity, if not necessarily their recognized quality. Where 
Shakespeare‟s text calls for twenty-seven actors, Project 891 cast almost 140, including what 
Houseman described as “an amazing mishmash of amateurs and professionals, church members 
and radicals, sophisticates and wild ones, adherents of Father Divine and bushmen from Darkest 
Africa” (Houseman Run 194). With the exception of Eric Burroughs, the RADA trained actor 
who was to play the hugely expanded role of Hecate, the actors were unfamiliar with 
Shakespeare‟s verse patterns; in fact, many of them had no acting experience at all. This lack of 
experience was fine with Orson, as he was looking to break the mold, to put to rest the “polite 
approach to Shakespeare” that was the vogue, and which he himself had experienced as part of 
the Cornell Company (Callow 222). Welles envisioned the style of Shakespeare that he had 
espoused in Everybody’s Shakespeare – a text that remains true to the intent of the playwright, 
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that combines the Elizabethan production ideas that had been espoused by Poel, Granville-
Barker and Jackson (and which Orson had learned at the Gate from Mac Liammoir and Edwards) 
with a modern immediacy. To this purpose, Welles made an adaptation of Shakespeare‟s text: he 
cut and reshaped the original, sometimes radically rewriting it.  He eliminated characters, shifted 
lines around, and even added lines from other Shakespearean texts when he deemed it necessary. 
As has been pointed out in this study, none of these tactics, taken by themselves, were new. 
What was new, even groundbreaking was the idea of shaping an entire Shakespearean production 
around the “concept” that these methods supported. He used adaptation to create a production 
whose most striking effect was its use of period analogy. Welles himself spoke of this: “The 
great field of the director is of course, in conception . . . one director, for instance, presenting a 
Moliere comedy, may decide that the whole play shows the fundamental hardness of the world. 
This leads him to erect onstage a setting of stainless steel”; resulting in a design that “may be 
somewhat mysterious to the audience” (qtd. in Callow 315), but still central to his directorial 
vision. 
Transplanting the play from Scotland to the West Indies required Welles to make some 
clever adjustments. Not only did he have to alter the place names and scenic references to 
correct, but because he cut almost half of the lines, he had to invent a great deal of visual 
spectacle and imagery, both to bring the performance to an acceptable length and to fill any gaps 
in storyline caused by the cuts. He reset the world of the play, greatly expanded the role of the 
witches, reworked basic characterizations, and ultimately changed the play‟s thematic message.  
Take for example the opening and closing scenes of the production. Before the curtain 
rose, the production‟s mood had already been established by a musical overture, “Yamekraw,” 
which consisted of spiritual and blues-based musical rhythms. When the curtain finally was 
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raised, the audience saw Hecate, towering over the action. As Macbeth and Banquo made their 
entrance for their first encounter with the “weird sisters”, Hecate remained an overwhelming 
physical presence, overseeing the actions and words of the witches, finally speaking only after 
the humans had left the scene. Utilizing a twenty-foot bullwhip as a kind of conductor‟s baton, 
Hecate disrupted the “circle,” a voodoo ritual attended to by dozens of celebrants. When the 
chaos of that attack subsided, Hecate recited lines that belonged in Act III, scene 5 – lines that 
upbraid the witches for not including Hecate in their manipulation of the Thane. From the very 
beginning of the play, Welles was reinventing the role of these characters, and in doing so, 
reinventing the meaning of the play. Increasing Hecate‟s involvement from only four scenes in 
the original text to domination of the entire play turned the human characters into mere puppets, 
manipulated by the forces of evil that were a very real part of this world. Their continual 
presence, as unspeaking witnesses to the succession of events from Banquo‟s murder to Lady 
Macbeth‟s sleepwalking scene and subsequent dearth only reinforced that view. 
The final scene proved just as powerful. After Macduff ran Macbeth through, he cut off  
Macbeth‟s head and cast it into what is described in Welles‟ prompt-script as a “mass of waving 
leaves” (France 96). As the cackling of the voodoo witches was heard, the leaves dissolved into 
an army of performers, at once representing the victorious army and the island‟s jungle 
celebrants. Seated upon the throne, Malcolm was crowned, surrounded by over one hundred and 
forty cast members; Hecate and the three witches were distinctly separated, passing Macbeth‟s 
severed head around and dancing over the body of his dead queen. The final words of the 
performance belonged to Hecate, who, as the people pledged allegiance to the new king, silenced 
the revelry and celebration with “Peace! The charm‟s wound up” (France 97). 
116 
 
The set for this production mingled elements of wild nature and civilized humanity – 
omnipresent throughout were both the jungle, which was represented by an expressionistic 
backdrop, “luridly painted” (France 33) with foliage and abstractions of skeletons, and a castle, 
which, by contrast, was three-dimensional and fully realized. Its most striking feature was a large 
tower, connected to the palace by a sweeping ramp, the arch of which served to frame the main 
upstage entrance. It was through this imposing gateway that Hecate and his priestesses, described 
by Richard France as “so many insects” (3), made their appearances, often to eerie effect. 
Lighting and music were vital elements of the overall production. Welles utilized lights in 
a cinematic way, fading them over different parts of the stage to create the effect of a dissolve, 
thus shifting focus between different scenes. Hallie Flanagan, head of the Federal Theatre 
Project, was quite taken with Welles‟ technical knowledge and expertise, especially how the 
spotlights punctuated total darkness to make objects appear and disappear as though by 
incantation; she termed him “always at heart a magician” (Bentley 252). Sound was provided by 
live musicians, such as the drummers, whose constant accompaniment was reminiscent of the 
rhythms that Eugene O‟Neill had used to such powerful effect in Emperor Jones. Dancers 
constantly cavorted, whether to the primal drums or to the more sophisticated waltzes of the 
ballroom scene. Another striking aural effect came about through Welles‟ cutting of the text. 
Some of the lines were repeated over and over, used as a sort of a mantra as part of the voodoo 
celebrations, or to constantly reinforce the thematic message of the production. For instance, the 
witches, though such a central part of this retelling, were deprived of a majority of their original 
lines. Instead, they had a repertory of phrases, such as “All hail Macbeth,” that they used again 
and again. 
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Bold costuming choices only added to the excitement that was generated in the theatre. 
Many of the characters wore military uniforms of conventional cuts but in colors of emerald and 
canary yellow. Macbeth himself sported foot-wide epaulets of crimson cord. Ladies‟ ball gowns 
ran the gamut from coral to royal purple. Welles shrewdly had taken into account the fashion and 
musical styles of the times in Harlem, ensuring himself an audience that recognized its own 
world on stage. 
Over 10,000 people turned out for the opening of Macbeth at the Lafayette Theatre on 14 
April 1936. A brass band played, truck-mounted spotlights pierced the clouds, traffic was at a 
standstill all over Harlem for hours, police were called out and the elite of Manhattan, in their 
silks and jewels, traveled uptown to witness the event. Welles was later to claim that John 
Barrymore was in attendance for every performance during the initial ten-week run. The 
playwright Jean Cocteau saw it while on a visit to America, as did Max Reinhardt‟s designer 
Ernst Stein. It was not just the brightest spot on the stage at the time -- Edward Jewell wrote in 
the New York Times that “No event in the art galleries this week could hope to rival in barbaric 
splendour the transmogrification of Macbeth” (24 April 1936.) 
While the show was an unparalleled success with the audiences, as well as for the 
fledgling Federal Theatre Project, the critics were a harder sell. Many mainstream critics took 
exception to Welles‟s handling of Shakespeare; though they all seemed to have a hard time 
ultimately condemning the work. Brooks Atkinson termed it “a voodoo show suggested by the 
Macbeth legend” (Atkinson 21). Robert Garland of the World Telegraph wrote that 
“Shakespeare was probably rolling over in his grave” (28), though ended his review by exhorting 
his readers to see the show by any and all means.  
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Another topic for carping was the seeming inability of the performers to handle the 
demands of the Shakespeare verse. Writing in the Herald Tribune, Peter Hammond remarked on 
the “inability of so melodious a race to sing the music of Shakespeare” (12). Burns Mantle added 
that in this production, the verse fell “awkwardly but with a certain deviant naturalness from the 
lips of Negro actors unaccustomed to reading verse” (49). Welles considered the actors‟ lack of 
experience a plus – he counted on the fact that the performers had “never had the misfortune of 
hearing Elizabethan verse spouted by actors strongly flavoring of well-cured Smithfield” (NY 
Times 15 April 1936, p 2), a reference to the “hammy” acting style prevalent at the time. 
Ultimately, Welles‟s triumph was grudgingly admired by most critics, even though they 
were quick to point out every flaw. It was not until a year-and-a-half later, with the triumph of 
Welles‟ and Houseman‟s next Shakespeare production, the fascist Julius Caesar, that this 
twenty-year old was admitted to the elite of American Shakespeareans. The impact of his 
accomplishment with Macbeth was huge. Welles, in the words of Simon Callow, had, in his first 
professional theatre production as a director, “created, at a stroke, and for better or for worse, the 
„concept production‟” (Callow 215). His use of directorial analogy, married to a very specific 
adaptation, opened the door to a new way to interpret Shakespeare, to make his work more 
accessible to a contemporary audience.  
This was not the first time that an innovative artist had had the idea of using analogy, but 
it was the first major one in the United States. Going back to the turn-of-the-century, records 
show the occasional “analogy” experiment. One of the earliest and most interesting occurred in 
the spring of 1903, when the Yiddish Theatre, located in New York City‟s Bowery 
neighborhood, presented The Yiddish Romeo & Juliet. Known as a company that portrayed 
“Yiddish life, and only Yiddish life” (Topics 25:3), this adaptation, written in Britain but 
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premiered in America, transplanted the young lovers, now named Raphael and Shendele, to a 
community in Russia. There the families, the orthodox Misnagdons and ultra-fantastical 
Chassidims, are brought together in the synagogue for the only festival where it is allowable for 
women to descend from the galleries and mingle with the men during rites. Song, dance, laughter 
and wine lead to a joyous celebration, during which the two star-crossed lovers meet in a corner 
and enjoy a kiss. Equally inventive was the balcony scene, again played in the synagogue, where 
Shendele is forced, since the feast is over, to remain above in the gallery, while her lover uses the 
altar as a ladder to each her. The Friar, here a reformed Jewish minister, marries them before 
Raphael runs off to Vienna, only to return too late to stop his love‟s suicide, prompting his own. 
The same company had previously produced a similar King Lear, presenting the patriarch as a 
“pious and scholarly Yiddish merchant, who divides his fortune between his daughters and goes 
off to the Holy Lands” (ibid). 
 Later that same decade, the city was again treated to another analogized Romeo and 
Juliet, this one titled The Belle of Mayfair. A musical comedy version reset in modern dress, this 
production featured the high society families of the Chaldicotts and the Mounthighgates, sworn 
enemies in the world of business and high finance. When Sir John Chaldicott learns of his 
daughter‟s desire to wed young Raymond, the honorable son of his enemy, he secretly hires the 
Compte de Perrier, an “ex-valet, bandmaster and all-around adventurer, who agrees to the sum of 
₤10 per day, to woo the fair Julia” ( New York Times Modernized 9:1).  
Also at this time, the influence of some of the English directors already examined in this 
study was starting to make its way over the ocean. Granville-Barker brought examples of his 
classic productions to American college campuses in 1915, and novelty productions started to 
appear, such as a Barry Jackson-inspired Taming of the Shrew, presented in modern dress, which 
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played New York City‟s Garrick Theatre in 1927. Alfred Lunt and Lynn Fontanne presented a 
commedia dell‟arte production of the same play in 1935. 
These are just a few examples of various experiments, attempted, at least in part, with the 
goal of making the stories more relevant to a specialized audience. All of them predate the 
“voodoo” Macbeth; but none are widely, if ever, remembered today. Somehow Welles‟ 
production was different. It benefited from the resources of the Federal Theatre Project, 
appearing at a calamitous time when the economic woes of the nation had created a captive 
audience, hungry for any new diversion. Its subsequent success and historical impact also rely 
heavily on Welles‟s larger than life personality. Playwright Hughes Allison pointed this out: 
“William Shakespeare is a good playwright, Orson Welles is a good showman” (qtd. in Craig 
160). Welles‟s gift for hyperbole, in life as well as in art, seem to stem from his earliest days, 
with his mother‟s aforementioned statement about his birth and from his ability to create his own 
narrative. When the American film director Peter Bogdanovich interviewed him in the later years 
of his life, Welles, upon seeing the interviewer‟s voluminous pile of research, admonished 
Bogdanovich to “Throw it all away, Peter – it can only cripple the fine spirit of invention” 
(Bogdanovich 189). 
After its successful run in Harlem, Welles‟s production moved to Broadway and played 
at the Adelphi, before embarking on a national tour that was to have major national 
ramifications. Theatre artists and audiences from New England to the Midwest through the Deep 
South and Texas were smitten by this new way of presenting the plays of Shakespeare. Taking 
over one hundred African-Americans on the road during the days of Jim Crow was no easy task, 
but they did it. Adding to the difficulties were the travails of a touring show, e.g. cast changes 
and the rigors of the road – Welles himself once had to play Macbeth in blackface because the 
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actor playing the role fell ill in Indianapolis.  There was even an offer from British theatre 
impresario Charles Blake Cochran to remount the entire production in London, an offer that 
Welles turned down, feeling that he must continue to “capitalize on his great success in New 
York” (Leaming 110). A Chicago-based unit of the WPA‟s Negro Theatre project was directly 
inspired to emulate Welles‟s work. They presented Romey and Julie, set in Harlem and featuring 
a feud between African-Americans and blacks from the West Indies. Subsequent analogy 
productions included a Los Angeles Macbeth set in the jungles of Africa, and Swingin’ the 
Dream, set in 1890‟s New Orleans, and featuring the music of Benny Goodman with a young 
Louis Armstrong playing Bottom the fireman.  
Welles‟ work was almost immediately influential: in America over “one hundred 
thousand people of all races saw the show” (Callow 245). Its influence, especially on the 
upcoming generation of theatre artists, is incalculable. Theatre historian Dennis Kennedy, 
writing in his award-winning study Looking at Shakespeare: A Visual History of Twentieth-
Century Performance, wrote that, as far as he was able to discover, “this was the first major 
production of Shakespeare in English to select a locale for the action that was overtly foreign to 
the spirit of the play” (145). Analogy had come to theatre. 
 
 IF IT WORKED ONCE … 
Many Welles scholars and biographers have suggested, rather convincingly, that Orson, 
for all his genius and initiative (or maybe because of them) was, like John Barrymore, quickly 
bored with his accomplishments, and always looking ahead to the “next big thing.” The period 
immediately following the extended tour of Macbeth seems to be just such a period. Despite  his 
new found celebrity, Orson chose not to continue work with the Negro Theatre Project, which 
122 
 
“offered no further challenges to someone whose horizons now seemed boundless” (France 15). 
The boy genius had done what he knew he was always capable of; what more was there to prove 
there? So, having been hired by Hallie Flanagan for just the one show, he chose to move on. 
Houseman was desperate to find a way to keep their partnership alive, artistically and fiscally; he 
suggested to his boss at the F.T.P. that they be given their own unit, tentatively named the 
Classical Theatre. Flanagan agreed and within days Houseman and Welles had their own 
Broadway theatre to use, the Maxine Elliott. Though still officially Project 891, they were now to 
be known as the Mercury Theatre, a name chosen at random by Orson from a copy of Mercury 
Magazine lying around his apartment. Starting with an initial investment of $10,500, the 
Mercury presented two very different plays in its first year: Labiche‟s nineteenth-century French 
farce The Italian Straw Hat, subsequently renamed Horse Eats Hat, and Marlowe‟s Doctor 
Faustus. Both were moderately successful, but more importantly, they pleased the powers-that-
be at F.T.P. Their next offering, Marc Blitzstein‟s socialist opera The Cradle Will Rock, was seen 
by many to be an attack on the very system of government that had bankrolled the theatre, and 
that perception, combined with a conservative unease felt by many lawmakers towards the 
F.T.P., helped to bring about the end of Houseman‟s employment. That same day Welles 
resigned, and within two weeks the Mercury Theatre was incorporated in the state of New York  
as a private theatre. 
Houseman, in the manifesto for their new company, wrote of the Mercury‟s promise to 
present works that would have “an emotional or factual bearing on contemporary life” (qtd. in 
Naremore 10). These words would serve well as a description for the objective behind directorial 
analogy itself. Resetting the world of an established play, especially a classic, is an attempt to not 
only open up the text itself in a new way, but also to look objectively at contemporary society; 
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Welles and Houseman were in a perfect place, artistically, politically and financially, to continue 
this new directorial tack. Within a year they decided to head back to this fertile ground with a 
new look at Shakespeare‟s Julius Caesar. 
Welles and Houseman proposed a modern-dress analogy, set in the contemporary Italy, 
with “scenes of mass hysteria mirroring current demonstrations for the Italian leader” Benito 
Mussolini, that referenced Germany‟s Hitler as well (Higham 105). By 1936, “Il Duce” had been 
in power for almost a decade-and-a-half, having used a process of militarization and conquest to 
restore, at least to outward appearances, Italy‟s place in the world. The efficiency and national 
pride that Mussolini had won for the Italy, however, could not cancel out the ruthlessness of his 
tactics in Italy‟s invasion and defeat of Ethiopia. The massacres that were a part of that war, 
including the use of poison gas, along with Mussolini‟s support for General Franco‟s fascist 
government in Spain (and the atrocities produced by that regime) had brought about a 
condemnation of Italy by powers such as Britain, France and the United States. In response, 
Mussolini chose formally to align with Hitler‟s Germany.  
In the spring of 1937, with the impending global conflict that was to be World War II 
worrying many (including Welles), Sidney Howard, the Pulitzer Prize playwright, was so 
inspired by the period  analogy that had been so successful in Macbeth; he sent a letter addressed 
to Houseman urging the Mercury to try a similar approach with Caesar: “I could wish that you 
and Welles would turn your attention to Julius Caesar in modern dress (I have such fine ideas on 
that if you want them)” (Howard, Welles mss.). Others also suggested some version of the idea, 
including F.T.P. head Hallie Flanagan; and a similar production had already been attempted by 
the Delaware unit of the F.T.P. As Simon Callow points out, word had not reached Manhattan of 
the Wilmington production, nor had anyone yet seen Sidney Howard‟s letter, so when the 
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Mercury announced this “bold adaptation” by the famous “youthful director” (The Mercury, 
Welles mss.), New York was ready to believe that the boy genius had done it again.  
Regardless of who first came up with the idea of a fascist Caesar, Welles set about to 
make it an exhilarating theatrical event. Never one just to recreate another version of the original, 
he “set about to rouse the passions of his audience with a simulation of the chaos then overtaking 
Europe. In doing so, he exploited their inevitable superstitions about dictatorships--so 
successfully, in fact, that more than one critic would proclaim that, in Welles‟ hands,  Julius 
Caesar had about it „the immediate ring of today‟s headlines” (France 103). The newsreels and 
papers of the day were thick with images of black shirted thugs, huge rallies, and massive shows 
of military might. Welles knew full well the value that those images would have for an audience 
that was starting to worry about the events playing out across the Atlantic. He wanted to show, 
according to biographer James Naremore, “that the line between barbarous ambition and 
civilized order is very thin, that constraints are needed to hold the will to power in check” (173). 
When it came time to start work, Welles, in a move that is reminiscent of the great 
Russian director Konstantin Stanislavski, withdrew to the solitude of the country to prepare for 
the production. As with Macbeth, he created a textual adaptation, cutting scenes, changing the 
order of lines and action, and transferring lines between characters; this kind of alchemy would 
continue right through rehearsals up until the opening of the show. Under his pen, the 
production, now renamed simply Caesar, was a ninety-minute play running straight through 
without intermission. Welles even added crowd lines from Shakespeare‟s Coriolanus for use by 
the unruly mobs that play such a vital part of Caesar. The character of Octavius, Caesar‟s 
adopted heir and the future Emperor Augustus, was totally eliminated, as was most of the action 
from the final two acts. The focus was to be firmly turned on Brutus.  
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 Welles‟s control of all aspects of the look of the show was much more complete than it 
had been with Macbeth. When he returned from his time away, he had not only produced a new 
text, but drawings and models of the show‟s sets, lights, and costumes. Welles‟s design ideas 
were passed on to the design team that Houseman had assembled for him: Sam Leve, a recent 
Yale graduate, creating sets, Jean Rosenthal designing lights, and Marc Blitzstein composing the 
original music. Leve went immediately to work, painting the back wall of the stage blood red, 
pointing up both the director‟s desire for modern-looking architecture -- as opposed to the “usual 
stones connected with ancient Rome” (Brady 121) -- and the violent consequences of oppressive 
totalitarianism. Additionally, Welles had Leve construct a set of simple platforms and stairs, the 
better for Rosenthal‟s lights, inspired by the “Nazi rallies at Nuremberg” (Callow 325). In fact, 
Welles imposed an aesthetic of simplicity on the designers ; he was more concerned with setting 
a mood than about creating a concrete world. “I want to give the audience a hint of a scene” he 
said to Leve. “Give them too much and they won‟t contribute anything themselves. Give them 
just a suggestion and then you get them working with you. That‟s what gives the theatre 
meaning, when it becomes a social event” (qtd. in Brady 121). Rosenthal‟s work was inspired by 
photo and newsreel footage that Welles had seen of Hitler‟s orchestrated Nuremberg rallies.  
Rosenthal took that inspiration one step further, creating an “iconic” lighting look for each of the 
main characters. As an example, for Brutus she formed crosses of light that centered on the 
character.  
The costumes, standard World War I uniforms dyed black with gold buttons and cord 
adding a striking touch, were provided at a discount by a theatrical costume house, having been 
left over from a recent production of the anti-war play What Price Glory? Rankled by Welles‟s 
pre-emptive design work, the Mercury‟s costumer, Millia Davenport, refused to be involved. 
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“Let someone else dye all those uniforms!”, she remarked (qtd. in France Theatre 109). The 
crowds were outfitted in contemporary suits and hats, evoking a certain “gangster” quality. The 
conspirators‟ look was that of contemporary racketeers, with fedoras pulled low over their faces 
and overcoats capable of hiding weapons. 
Blitzstein‟s music was an integral part of the mix. In fact, the program listed his music 
directly under the phrase, “Production by Orson Welles” -- a sub-title that rankled the designers, 
whose names were omitted (Programme, Welles mss.). Welles and his composer envisioned the 
music as „an initial statement of theme” (Blitzstein 13). Blitzstein used actors voices to create 
musical rhythms, freely adapted Mussolini‟s own anthem, and used thunder drums, all to create 
an ominous and oppressive mood. 
Welles‟s text opened with Caesar, played by the character actor Joseph Holland (who 
bore a striking resemblance to Mussolini, a likeness that he further emphasized throughout the 
performance by holding his head thrown back in arrogance), dressed in military garb, saluting 
the crowd with a fascist salute. Up lighting gave him a menacing, monolithic appearance. On his 
first line, “Bid every noise be still”, the martial overture abruptly ended, and the assembly of 
Romans shouting his name fell quiet (France Orson 108). 
The staging and images were clearly focused on furthering the sense of evil and 
foreboding that Welles felt about the modern dictators at the heart of the Axis. When the 
conspirators met to plan the assassination, they appeared out of the darkness to the 
accompaniment of thunder and lightning, their heads and faces in the shadows thrown by their 
dark hats. For the murder of Caesar, Welles arranged them in a diagonal line across the stage. As 
Caesar approached the far upstage end of the line, daggers flashed, and hands propelled him 
down the line almost like a pinball working its way down the machine. Brutus waited at the far 
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downstage end of the murders, and as Caesar held on to his collars for support, Brutus‟ hands 
emerged from its coat pocket holding his knife. 
Welles heavily cut the final two acts to focus on the effects of the assassination on the 
main co-conspirators, Cassius and Brutus. The final scene was short and stark: Brutus, upon 
receiving news of Cassius‟ death at the hands of their enemies, mourned his loss in a short 
speech. Lucius, his servant, then attempted to console him; Brutus took his own life as the lights 
dimmed, then were raised again for a brief oration by Antony. The final image again echoed 
Nuremberg, with Nazi-like shafts of light framing the final tableau. 
Apart from his work as adaptor, director, and production designer, Welles also played 
Brutus. The very nature of the “voodoo” Macbeth had meant that there was no place for him as 
an actor in that show, but he acted in as well as directed  the majority of the Mercury 
productions. In their previous production of Doctor Faustus, he had played the title character, 
and, after Caesar, he would play Captain Shotover in their version of Shaw‟s Heartbreak House. 
In fact, though he had acted all along, Welles was hungry for greater star power and billing; he 
regarded Brutus as “a way to launch his career as a great leading man” (Leaming 141). What 
other directors had been unable to do for him, he was determined to do for himself. 
As has been intimated previously, Welles‟s ego was both his greatest strength and 
weakness. It allowed him to believe unquestioningly in his vision, to become what the influential 
lighting designer Jean Rosenthal called “one of the first [directors] to dominate every single 
aspect of a production” (qtd. in Callow 325)--all by his early twenties. But it could also leave 
him blind to faults that seemed obvious to someone with a bit more objectivity. This seemed to 
have been the case with respect to his portrayal of Brutus. From the beginning of the rehearsal 
process, it had seemed a low priority to Welles. He frequently had a stage manager stand in for 
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him during his scenes, which not only hurt his own performance, but must have caused quite a 
bit of trouble for the actors playing opposite him. The truth is that Welles had never been a very 
quick study, having relied for years on his quick wit and ability to improvise in a variety of 
styles, including iambic pentameter, to get him through the rough patches. What he did have 
going for his performance were the decisions that he had made early on about just who Brutus 
was. A few years before, in Everybody’s Shakespeare, he had described the man as “a fine 
patrician type, his face sensitive and intelligent” (87).  He did not portray the character as the 
man of action that had been the vogue in recent years; instead, his Brutus was a quiet man, 
concerned more with the ramifications of his actions for others than for himself.  
Welles‟s acting had often been described by critics as “melodramatic, even when he was 
underpaying a role” (France Modern 65), but his work in Caesar seems to have been quite the 
opposite. The actor Joseph Cotton, who had a longstanding relationship with Welles, which was 
to be highlighted with his major role in Citizen Kane, remarked years later in an interview that 
Orson‟s Brutus was “very straight and restrained, no bombast. But then, it wasn‟t that kind of 
part” (qtd. in France Modern 65). Frank Brady, in his biography Citizen Welles, states that the 
actor-director “gave one of the most convincing performances of his career . . . appearing as a 
man of principle, a good man, committed to the demands of his conscience but somewhat 
bewildered” (Brady 124).  
Welles‟s reviews, both as director and actor, are comparable to the overall reviews for the 
production, a production that was to live or die by its Brutus. Writing in The Nation, Joseph 
Wood Krutch applauded the form of Welles‟s text as a “perfectly straightforward story of a 
conspiracy that went wrong for the simple reason that conspiracy being a corrupt thing usually 
attracts to itself men who are corrupted” ( 27 November 1937). Similarly, John Mason Brown, 
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reviewing for the New York Post, praised Welles‟ work as “ingenious . . . contriving to interpret 
Julius Caesar in terms of Mussolini‟s Italy will vex the devotees of the old school, but delight 
those who enjoy novelty even at the cost of distortion” (12 November 1937). Brooks Atkinson 
reported in the New York Times that the direction was “superb. With nothing but men and lights 
for materials it creates scenes that are almost tongue-tied with stealth and terror, crowd scenes 
that overflow with savagery, columns of soldiers marching through the dim light in the distance” 
(Atkinson Mercury 26). Perhaps the most effusive professional response came from famed 
theatre critic John Mason Brown. As the opening night curtain fell to buzz and acclaim, Brown 
approached Houseman in the audience and made a most unusual request--to be escorted 
backstage. There, in Welles‟ dressing room, came what Houseman described as praise for “the 
most exciting, the most imaginative, the most topical, the most awesome and the most absorbing 
of the season‟s new productions. The touch of genius” was the capstone of Brown‟s verbal 
review (qtd. in Houseman Unfinished 160). 
As with Macbeth, the audiences showed up in droves. Not only was the production bold 
and fresh, but it was helped out by a competing production. Just a few weeks before the opening 
of Julius Caesar, Tallulah Bankhead had opened as Cleopatra in a huge, overblown production 
of Antony and Cleopatra, Costing well over $100,000, it was a “flossy meaningless 
extravagance” (Higham 108); this production was the source for one of the greatest quotes of 
theatre history, allegedly attributed to the New York Times critic Brooks Atkinson: “Tallulah 
Bankhead barged down the Nile last night, and promptly sank!” Audiences were much more 
receptive to a Shakespeare that was relevant, that left behind the extravagance of the past for a 
much simpler and more engaging look at the world. Coming on the heels of the Macbeth success, 
Welles was suddenly a star, not just in the theatre, but around the nation. Arthur Hopkins, the 
130 
 
director of the Barrymore pieces discussed in the previous chapter, offered him a new production 
of King Lear but Hollywood had gotten there first. Its siren call, which led to such film classics 
as Citizen Kane and The Magnificent Ambersons, effectively ended Welles‟s days as an 
innovator of Shakespeare on stage. 
According to Time Magazine, Welles‟s Macbeth and Caesar were “not the fetish of a 
flash in the Pantheon but a well-timed theatrical start” (qtd. in Noble 96). The slow and gradual 
evolution in Shakespearean direction that has been examined in this study suddenly took a 
quantum leap forward. Welles‟s biographer Charles Higham wrote that the young director, “with 
his more pragmatic and sensible collaborator John Houseman, transformed the American stage 
overnight; he went beyond Gordon Craig, beyond even Meyerhold and the Moscow Art Theatre 
in creating theatre that enveloped the audience and made it a part of the theatrical experience” 
(Higham 7). Author Ronald Gottesman called Welles‟s work a “demonstrably brilliant directorial 
achievement” (1). His approaches were revolutionary. It is impossible to identify the source of 
his continued influence; whether it was his extensive cuttings and abridgements, his liberal use 
of the apron and the house, the dreamlike effect of lights and sound, or his ability to drive his 
actors on and on by the sheer power of his ambition and imagination, there is no doubt that this 
“popularizer of Shakespeare” (Bate 111) remains important to this day. Richard France, in the 
introduction of his work, Orson Welles on Shakespeare, stated that Welles‟s productions created 
an “excitement about them that put Shakespeare literally on the front pages of the newspapers, 
and had a profound, if generally unidentified influence on the way that the plays are performed 
today on both sides of the Atlantic” (xiii).  It is not just historians and critics that have 
recognized Welles‟s influence; fellow artists have trumpeted his importance as well. Michael 
Kahn, discussing the influence of Welles on young directors in the post-World War II period, 
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remarked “knowing what he had done helped me to feel free to explore what I wanted to say. I 
had been raised on a certain type of Shakespeare: Maurice Evans, a lot of just standing and 
speaking. We all knew of Welles‟s work, his importance; so yes, he really started it all.” (Kahn 
interview). 
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                 CHAPTER 5 
 
                 THE FINAL PUSH  
            In the four year period between Caesar and America‟s all-encompassing involvement in 
World War II, the effect of Welles‟s work started to take hold. This is not to say that suddenly, as 
if in recognition of the illumination of some truth, everybody rushed to emulate his stagings, but 
it is apparent, through comparisons of production histories both before and after the his Macbeth 
and Caesar, that theatre artists were sitting up and taking notice. Three examples of this 
influence are worth noting, both in articulating Welles‟s effect, and in showing the broad range 
of his admirers. 
In the first week of January 1939, Brooklyn‟s Brattleboro Theatre presented a modern 
dress version of The Merchant of Venice, entitled Shakespeare’s Merchant 1939. “Interpreted” 
by Hans Von Twardowski, this analogy was aimed very specifically at pointing out the plight of 
the Jews in Nazi-occupied Germany, a take reminiscent of  the recent Welles‟s recent Caesar. 
Von Twardowski heavily cut the text, trimming the play from five to three acts, altered and 
added action (such as the clown Launcelot Gobbo being beaten almost to death by an anti-
Semitic mob), and significantly altered the “sheer propaganda for the cause of persecuted Jews” 
(16). Though not a success, either commercially or critically, it is a direct descendant of Welles‟s 
period analogy just 15 months earlier. 
While the name Hans Von Twardowski draws little notice today (except from the most 
esoteric of film buffs, his greatest claim to fame being a small role as a German officer in 
Casablanca), the names Lunt and Fontaine are well known to most modern theatre scholars. 
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Husband and wife team Alfred Lunt (1892-1977) and Lynn Fontaine (1887-1983) enjoyed a 
storied career in theatre, film, and radio. Born, respectively, in America and England, their 
greatest fames came in musicals and on Broadway, where they starred in works such as The 
Guardsman, The Taming of the Shrew, and The Visit. Lunt and Fontaine were a team that had 
been working together in commercial theatre, since the early twentieth-century; they represented 
tradition and safe artistic choices designed to please the broadest range of audience members. So 
it is interesting to look at their Spring 1940 revival of Shrew. Originally presented in 1935, a year 
before Welles‟s first analogy, it had been a hit on Broadway. “Technically a revival” in 1940, it 
showed signs of adaptation that suggest a desire to use analogy as a directorial approach. The 
design of the revival used the model, according to the New York Times, of a “three ring circus” 
(17) with a band, acrobats, and Lunt dressed as a ringmaster. At times the Times reviewer found 
the direction “too full of material,” but the revival enjoyed full houses and positive reviews, 
showing that even subtle nods to Welles‟s ideas were possible on the mainstream stage. 
One final production from this pre-war period bears a brief examination. In December of 
1940, Erwin Piscator, the noted European director, presented King Lear at New York City‟s New 
School for Social Research, starring Sam Jaffe in the title role. 
Piscator had been in exile in America for two years before presenting this first work. 
Born and raised in Germany, he had served in the German Army during World War I; as a result 
of that experience, upon his return to Berlin he became an avowed Marxist. Eventually his 
political beliefs and theatrical work led him to move to the Soviet Union, where he became a 
member of the Communist Party. On a 1936 trip to Paris, he received news that Stalinist purges 
were targeting, among others, artists and intellectuals; fear for his life eventually led to his 
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moving to America in 1938. Piscator is perhaps best known for his development of the ideas of 
“epic theatre,” often mentioned as the inspiration for Bertolt Brecht‟s later work. 
Lear, being the work of a non-traditionalist, was staged in a “wide flung sculptural style 
that breaks down all the representational scene barriers of the conventional theatre and makes 
way for the „dynamic theatre‟” (Rev. of Lear 27). Long sets of platforms and steps led to a 
pyramid-shaped group of circles up center, which were situated on a revolve. No curtain was 
used, lighting was stark and unflattering, and scenes were staged at various heights on the 
platforming to correspond to the significance of the individual scenes to the central action. 
 Much of this design is reminiscent of the work of Robert Edmond Jones, influenced as 
he was by the New Stagecraft coming out of Europe in the early twentieth-century; and though 
not specifically connected to Welles, the acceptance of this work, by both New York audience, 
and mainstream artists such as Sam Jaffe, goes a long way toward showing the atmosphere of 
experimentation and risk that was emerging at the end of the decade in American Shakespeare, a 
decade that Welles, with just two Shakespearean productions,  had dominated. 
Unfortunately for this emerging innovative practice, politics was about to raise its ugly 
head. The growing unrest across Europe and Asia, hinted at by Welles‟s Caesar in late 1937, 
exploded in September of 1939, when Hitler‟s Germany invaded neighboring Poland to officially 
start World War II. The United States was to stay out of the war until December of 1941 and the 
attack on Pearl Harbor. One of the immediate effects of U.S. involvement was a serious cutback 
in the production of Shakespeare on American stages, especially cutting-edged productions. The 
reasons for this are several, some obvious, others more obscure. The draft led quickly to a dearth 
of talented actors as patriotic Americans answered the call to arms. Civilian life changed, as war 
efforts called for rationing and sacrifice. On a war footing, the country‟s entertainers focused on 
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offerings designed to instill national pride and relieve the terror of the daily news. A 
conservatism took hold, and the new and bold fell out of fashion. 
In what New York Times reporter Lewis Nichols called theatrical times virtually “bereft 
of Shakespeare” (Rev. of Richard III 8), a few mainstream productions were successful during 
the conservative war years. One of America‟s foremost Shakespearean directors of the times was 
Margaret Webster. An American actress, she had studied and acted in England with groups such 
as the Old Vic, then returned to the United States in 1935 to become a noted director, 
specializing in Shakespeare. In 1942 she made another mark on modern American Shakespeare 
with the publication of her book Shakespeare Without Tears, which espoused her philosophy. 
Webster‟s company, Shakespeare Without Tears Tours, was noted for bringing Shakespeare to 
communities across the nation that might never have seen a production before.  
In 1943, she brought this same reverential, no nonsense attitude to Broadway when she 
directed the African-American actor Paul Robeson in a professional production of Othello that 
the New York Times’ Lewis Nichols noted as “another of Margaret Webster‟s careful 
transcriptions of Shakespeare” (Rev. of Othello 18). Careful and intelligent direction was 
married with excellent, naturalistic acting. Robeson had played the part a few years earlier in 
London to acclaim, and since then there had been much demand to see it in America; his 
reputation as a powerful artist was such that Nichols, in a subsequent article for the New York 
Times, labeled him as “almost a legend in his own time” (1). A powerfully built man possessed 
of a marvelous voice and a surprising ability to be soft and delicate, he was joined in the cast by 
Jose Ferrer as Iago, and a young Uta Hagen as Desdemona.  
Webster was not the innovator that Welles was, but she was highly regarded, 
acknowledged as having “an understanding of both Shakespeare and the peculiarities of the 
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modern stage” (Nichols II: 1). Her work was more in line with Hopkins‟s than Welles‟s, but hers 
was nonetheless an important voice in Shakespeare production of the time. She followed the 
Othello production, less than a year and a half later, with another Broadway presentation of 
Shakespeare, The Tempest, which featured Canada Lee, the former boxer who portrayed Banquo 
in Welles‟s Macbeth.  
Webster went on, at the end of the Second World War, to found The American Repertory 
Theatre, with Eva Le Gallienne, and to run the Margaret Webster Shakespeare Company from 
1948 through 1951. She was a solid director, dedicated to creating a style of Shakespeare that 
spoke to the American theatre public‟s varied levels of education and culture. 
As the war came to an end, and servicemen and women returned home, productions 
inspired by Welles and his predecessors appeared as a new spirit of hope and growth, in contrast 
to the dim days of the conflict. Produced in just a few months during the second half of  1945 
were: Burgess Meredith‟s streamlined, modern dress version of As You Like It at the President 
Theatre; Live Life Again, a retelling of Hamlet set in the farmlands of modern-day Nebraska, 
presented at the Belasco; and a nineteenth-century resetting of Hamlet, in which director and star 
Maurice Evans excised a considerable amount of the original  including Yorick‟s skull and the 
entire Gravedigger‟s scene (Rev. of Hamlet 25), presented at the Columbus Circle Theatre. 
Although the effect of Welles was still evident, there seemed a need for someone to take 
the torch and lead the way to the next innovation. For the most part Welles himself had 
abandoned the stage for Hollywood, though his accomplishments during the war years had been 
impressive: the radio broadcast of The War of the Worlds, along with the films Citizen Kane and 
The Magnificent Ambersons. If his work, following on the thematic conceptualizations of 
Hopkins/Jones/Barrymore, was the start of directorial analogy in America, then more were about 
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to appear. During the thirty years that author Roberta Cooper called “the most intense and 
productive period of Shakespearean staging in this country” (Cooper 14), four men of vision, 
connected to three new theatre festivals, two in America, and one in Canada, took directorial 
analogy to a new level. 
      
 GUTHRIE AND THE SECOND STRATFORD 
According to Dennis Kennedy, the “most important development of Shakespearean 
scenography of the modern age occurred mid-century and far from England” (152): the 1953 
inception of the Stratford Festival in Stratford, Ontario, under the artistic direction of Tyrone 
Guthrie. 
Guthrie, born in 1900 in England, had been interested in theatre most of his life. After 
graduating from Oxford, he acted professionally, worked for the B.B.C. as a director and 
announcer, and by the age of 26 was directing for the Scottish National Theatre. From 1933 
through 1939, he was at the Old Vic, where he directed sixteen plays by Shakespeare. It was 
during this period that he was to formulate the ideas of staging that he had been exploring over 
the past decade and a half:  
As far back as 1936 I had felt convinced that there could be no radical improvement 
in Shakespearean production until we could achieve two things: first, to set the actors  
against a backdrop with no concessions whatever to pictorial realism, the sort of 
background which the Elizabethan stage provided and which  the picture-frame stage, 
designed precisely to create a picture, and traditionally associated with “illusion”, cannot 
achieve; second, to arrange the actors in choreographic patterns, in the sort of relation 
both another and to the audience which the Elizabethan stage demanded and the picture-
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frame stage forbids; the manner, in fact, envisioned by Shakespeare when he wrote the 
plays. (Guthrie Life 207).  
If one hears echoes of Poel and Granville-Barker in this quote, it was by plan: “Poel and 
Granville-Barker were his acknowledged authorities” (Kennedy 153). Guthrie had come to 
recognize the futility of trying to present Shakespeare, written for the thrust stage of the 
Elizabethan playhouse, on proscenium stages that forced a separation between actor and 
audience, what he called “a barrier of fire, which is the footlights, then a barrier of space called 
the orchestra” (Kennedy 152).  
By the time Guthrie was hired to come to Ontario to help start a local theatre festival, he 
had developed a working relationship with English scene designer Tanya Moiseiwitsch. Together 
they created the Guthrie stage, first in the outdoor tent in which the festival was housed for its 
first seasons, and then in the permanent building that emulated the tent, only on a grander scale. 
The stage, though tweaked and improved over those first years, remained basically the same, a 
thrust stage comprised of simple wooden panels with stairs, entrances and window units. The 
stage, placed in the center of the tent, was surrounded by the audience, which was placed around 
it in a 220 degree arc; this arrangement ensured that no seat was more than 20 meters from the 
stage. The energy between actor and audience generated by this configuration was vital to 
Guthrie, allowing for the “subtlety, intimacy and elaborate detail” (Guthrie Life 210) that he was 
seeking. 
Just as important to this study as his innovations in staging was Guthrie‟s style as an 
interpreter of the plays, and in that capacity, it might be said that he was a child of Welles. As an 
example, for that first season at Stratford Guthrie chose two contrasting pieces: a traditional 
staging of the melodramatic history play Richard III, paired with a Second World War-flavored 
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look at the problematic All’s Well That Ends Well. Guthrie cast a company of Canadian actors 
around stars Alec Guinness and Irene Worth. Guinness played Richard, dressed by Moiseiwitsch 
for the coronation scene in a 20-foot long burgundy velvet robe. Meanwhile, in the second play 
of the season, withIrene Worth as Helena, featured modern dress: tails and morning coats were 
the uniform of the court, while khaki army uniforms and black berets helped connect the world 
of the play to the recently completed global conflict. New York Times reviewer Brooks Atkinson 
called the setting “not contemporary or fashionable, but just modern enough to take Shakespeare 
out of the distant past” (Rev. of All’s Well 18).  
Most critics, like Atkinson, recognized the mixed successes of that first season, writing 
critiques that were to be repeated throughout Guthrie‟s career as a director. Reviewing Richard, 
Atkinson wrote that “the acting does not gel much beyond the surface of this wild and horrifying 
play” (22), while remarking of the second offering that the director had “squeezed all the fun out 
of an old fable without losing his sense of style” (18). As Dennis Kennedy states, Guthrie was 
often “criticized throughout his career for a tendency towards the frivolous” (161), a result of his 
feelings that respect for the plays did not require him to show “conventional fidelity” (162). 
During his four-year tenure as head of the Stratford Festival, Guthrie presented, among other 
offerings, a turn-of-the-century Wild West Taming of the Shrew, and a version of Marlowe‟s 
Tamburlaine that featured a cast of sixty cavorting in primal dances and chants. Both of these 
productions had a “Wellesian” air; they were versions of period and cultural analogy that marked 
their director as a showman as well as s classicist. The list of Guthrie Shakespeare productions is 
simply enormous, ranging from a Banana Republic-analogy Julius Caesar to a “conventional” 
Merchant of Venice roundly attacked for its anti-Semitic bent. One of the most studied 
productions occurred in late 1956, when Guthrie reset Troilus and Cressida amidst the First 
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World War. The Trojans wore ceremonial British Guards uniforms, while the Greeks were 
garbed as Prussian officers from the same time period. Guthrie used the period, with its jingoistic 
and cavalier attitudes towards war to lampoon the institution, turning the play‟s heroes into 
buffoons. Whether the characters were executing stylish salutes and military changes of 
directions, or swaggering with monocles and riding crops, the audience could be sure that they 
were not the Homeric paragons that have come down to us through the ages: Ajax was portrayed 
as a “military studded shirt,” Helen of Troy as a “nightclub hussy” and Thersites as a “rag-bag 
war correspondent” (Atkinson Rev. of Troilus 21).  
Even when Guthrie left Stratford to return to Broadway, London, and ultimately to start 
his namesake theatre in Minneapolis, he continued to “jolly up” his productions (qtd. in Green 
3), in an attempt to make them less academic and more appealing to popular audiences. If the 
plays of Shakespeare were to remain fresh and relevant, he said, “then there must be constant 
experiment with their production” (ibid). Robert Cohen has said that Guthrie used analogy and 
shifts in period and setting “to create novelty and theatricality for his audiences” (Cohen 
interview). Guthrie‟s experimentation took many different forms, not just analogy. As with many 
artists, his style and beliefs developed and evolved. In a 1967 New York Times review of 
Guthrie‟s Old Vic production of Measure For Measure, Walter Kerr wrote of the many facets of 
Guthrie:  
 In Shakespeare country, there are three Tyrone Guthries. There is the Guthrie who 
likes, when the wild spirit is upon him, to stage pistol-packing Hamlets and to drop 
Troilus and Cressida into the best Bavarian beer gardens. Then there is the Guthrie that 
plays everything much straighter – legitimately, really – but who comes at a particular 
play with a special cat‟s eye of his own, seeing it in the dark, as it were, and bringing its 
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most unfamiliar secrets to light (as he once finally put the “night” into Twelfth Night and 
made it a play in which all of the evening‟s gay candles were slowly guttering out). And 
finally there is the third, fastidiously unobtrusive Guthrie, the director who seems to 
shake hands with the play, give it a few curt instructions about getting on and off stage, 
and then leaves it to its own instincts to go where it will. (Kerr 37).  
Tyrone left that legacy behind him wherever he worked, so that his successors became  
directors for whom analogy was a vital tool. Michael Langham, who succeeded him  
as Artistic Director at Stratford, followed Guthrie with such diverse productions as a Much  
Ado set in nineteenth-century Europe as a kind of “Viennese operetta” (Atkinson  
Much Ado 22), and a modern dress Timon of Athens that featured slick jazz and a  
wandering trumpeter (Taubman 19). Similarly, a highlight of the post-Guthrie year in 
Minneapolis was Edward Payson Call‟s As You Like It, transplanted to the American Civil  
War. Duke Frederick, having banished his elder brother, was presented as a carpetbagger, one  
of those speculators from the North who descended upon the recently defeated South to reap  
as much financial and/or political reward as possible, while his banished brother Duke  
Senior was presented as a sort of Robert E. Lee, wise and honorable in defeat. The  
production was much more somber take than most productions of the play, with  
Call even altering the ending, replacing the traditional wedding celebration with a  
long blackout, leaving the audience to decide who the real victor was, if any.  
New York Times critic Stanley Kauffmann summed up the challenge of these  
analogy productions, writing that “the basic test is not the ingenuity of the décor . . .  
but whether the production, whatever its style, serves the play truthfully” (10). 
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Guthrie‟s legacy is two-fold:. First, he championed the work of Poel and Granville-
Barker, creating and inspiring others to build true thrust stages, not just old proscenium houses 
adapted, usually unsuccessfully, to a modified thrust (examples of true thrusts include the 
Chichester Festival Stage in southeastern England, the Sheffield Crucible Theatre, and the 
Olivier Stage at the Royal National Theatre in London);. The second aspect of Guthrie‟s legacy 
is as the first professional director of the twentieth-century to utilize analogy on an ongoing 
basis, taking what Welles had done only twice, and making it truly fashionable; one need only 
look at the distinguished list of directors to work at the Guthrie over the past four decades to see 
his influence. 
                        
OUTDOING ORSON 
The second major theatre festival to build on the work of Orson Welles shared two 
similarities with the Ontario group. Again located in Stratford (this time in Connecticut) it also 
looked to a Welles disciple, this time the original one, his one-time producing partner John 
Houseman.  
The American Shakespeare Theatre Festival was started in 1954 as a response to the 
Ontario company, with the intention of proving that Americans could do Shakespeare just as 
well, or better, than their northern neighbors. Initially run by longtime Theatre Guild member 
Laurence Langer, it suffered in its first years of existence from two potentially fatal flaws, a bad 
facility and a lack of artistic focus. The theatre‟s “hybrid building, intended to support both 
proscenium and thrust configurations, was actually suited to neither” (Kennedy 227). It 
resembled the Globe on the outside and a cavernous barn on the inside. As far as the 
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administration‟s vision, or lack of vision, it seemed to revolve almost solely around the idea of 
bringing in name stars and running the theatre as if it were a Broadway organization.  
The first season, in 1955, was a disaster. In a move that truly saved the theatre, 
Houseman, by this time a seasoned Hollywood producer was hired as Artistic Director. Using 
Welles‟s model for interpreting the plays, and his own knowledge of box office appeal and hype, 
he undertook to fix the festival‟s two great problems. First, he engaged the European designer 
Rouben Ter-Arutunian to tackle the stage problem. Ter-Arutunian‟s solution was two-fold: first, 
he extended the stage over the orchestra pit, creating a thrust-like apron that “destroyed the myth 
of the „picture frame‟” (Atkinson Rev. of King John 33); then he created a series of hanging 
panels, made of wooden slats and resembling giant vertical blinds, that could be lowered or 
raised, independent of one other, to create doorways and windows, and when lit, create an 
atmospheric look. So successful was this “fix” that the same basic set was used for all the shows 
during Houseman‟s first two seasons. By adding simple drapings and appropriate furniture, 
props, and lighting, a variety of locales could be suggested, while making the large space 
manageable.  
As for the festival‟s vision, Houseman believed strongly in saving Shakespeare “from 
culture” (Green 36). Aiming to please both audiences and critics alike, he fashioned the 1956 
season around two lesser known Shakespearean offerings, King John and Measure For Measure, 
casting popular stars in the lead roles, and directing the plays with “bold and high spirits” 
(Houseman Final 28). The first production, King John, was for the most part traditional, focusing 
on the comic aspects of its examination of politics as “commodity”, according to Atkinson‟s 
review (33).  
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In contrast to this seldom performed history play, Measure For Measure was transported 
through period analogy to nineteenth-century Vienna, complete with a Duke characterized as a 
practical joker and a Provost who carried an executed prisoner‟s head around in a “leather 
hatbox” (Kennedy 229). The production was a huge success, eventually transferring to 
Broadway‟s Phoenix Theatre. Brooks Atkinson, reviewing the production for the New York 
Times, was positively ebullient, stating that “Shakespeare‟s bitterest comedy has never seemed 
so delightful, and the acting on the Stratford stage has never seemed so accomplished” (Rev. of 
Measure 16).  
More of the same followed during the four years that Houseman ran the American 
Shakespeare Theatre Festival. Highlights included Katherine Hepburn in 1957, playing Portia in 
a traditional Merchant of Venice, and Beatrice in a Much Ado About Nothing set in the wild west 
of Texas. Featuring “Spanish grandees, Mexican peons, American cowboys, and western 
Sheriffs,” the production led critic John Gassner to marvel that only in the United States could a 
“theatrical organization stake out a claim to being our more or less official Shakespearean theatre 
with a Southwestern Much Ado!” (Gassner 216). Similar conceits followed, including a “tarot 
card” Winter’s Tale and an American Civil War Troilus and Cressida. When Houseman left at 
the end of the 1959 season, the trend continued. Directors such as Jack Landau, Gerald Freeman, 
and William Ball (soon to found San Francisco‟s American Conservatory Theatre) continued the 
invent directorial analogies for Shakespeare‟s plays.  
By the time Michael Kahn took over in 1967 (he was to last for a decade as its Artistic 
Director), Stratford was, according to Amy Green, “the American capital for simile concepts” 
(Green 37)--her term for what this study terms analogy productions. Kahn, “an innovative Off-
Broadway director familiar with Kott and Brecht” (Kennedy 229), was determined to help the 
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theatre change its status to “not-for-profit,” which was the theatrical trend in American in the late 
1960‟s, hopefully transforming the festival into a regional theatre. His first production, Love’s 
Labours Lost, was presented as a hippie rock musical, a la Hair. In fact, part of his inspiration for 
the production came from the fact that he was originally slated to direct Hair, but when Joe Papp 
hired Gerald Freedman as the Public Theatre‟s new Artistic Director, Kahn lost out on the 
directing gig (Kahn interview). With a guru playing a sitar, a Holofernes modeled on Mahatma 
Gandhi, complete with “oversized diaper,” and a King of Navarre who looked remarkably like a 
“bearded, giggling Maharishi Mahesh” (Canby Rev. of Love’s 36),  Kahn firmly planted himself 
in the Welles camp. He would follow up this with a Henry V that bears some investigation. 
Kahn‟s directorial philosophy at the time focused on ways to “unify a production through 
an overriding vision . . . on reexamining and reshaping Shakespeare‟s work to show its 
applicability or relevance to contemporary” culture (Cooper 127). In the summer of 1969 the 
United States was at the height of its involvement in the Vietnam War, and protests were 
growing in intensity. Thousands of young men were shipped halfway around the world to die in 
the rice paddies of Southeast Asia, and the assassinations of Martin Luther King and Robert 
Kennedy only added to the futility felt across the nation, especially by its young people. With 
this volatile mix as a backdrop, Kahn presented his “jungle-gym” Henry V. Drawing heavily on 
the philosophies of Bertolt Brecht and Jan Kott, Kahn presented war as a game, an entertainment 
machine which literally feeds on the youth of all nations, for whom the games are a pastime.  
Kahn started the production as an actual game. As the audience entered the theatre, they 
saw a playground, an arena stage equipped with high bars, swings, and other equipment. The 
actors were already onstage “warming up”: tossing balls and Frisbees back and forth, wrestling, 
and pursuing gymnastics and other physical diversions. When it was time to start the production, 
146 
 
an improvised melee, like something out of West Side Story, provided the impetus to put away 
the games and pick up weapons. Kahn had the actors occasionally return to the “playground” at 
crucial moments. For instance, “the battle of Agincourt took place on a basketball court and the 
warriors shot baskets instead of cannon balls” (Probst review)  
Costumes and props echoed several periods and styles; for instance the French were 
dressed in fanciful uniforms that resembled a post-apocalyptic hockey team. Kahn had the 
French speak in French, which was translated for the audience, in the style of the United Nations 
(Gussow Rev. of Henry V 43), by two  interpreters dressed in contemporary clothes, situated just 
off stage with microphones and podiums. Meanwhile, the British officers were dressed in World 
War II gear, reminiscent of Field Marshall Montgomery, while the non-coms wore American 
combat fatigue and boots. Actors wearing blood-stained masks roamed the stage, presenting the 
ghosts of the dead, and just as the play began with games, it ended with Henry and Katherine 
surrounded by the soldiers of both sides, dancing a ring-around-the rosies” around the lovers. 
In true Brechtian fashion, scenes were introduced by spoken lines and written placards, 
penned by Kahn, which not only labeled the action but commented on it in the most cynical 
terms. When it came time for the scene in which the young King Hal makes his famous St. 
Crispin‟s Day speech, hoping to rouse his outnumbered and weary troops to fight one more 
outnumbered battle, the introductory sign read “The Machine Creates the Believable Lie”; 
similarly, the wooing scene with France‟s Princess Katherine was preceded by, simply, “The 
Deal” (Kerr “Betrayal” 3). When examined in light of the 1900 Mansfield production that starts 
this study, it is apparent that Shakespeare production during the twentieth century had taken a 
180 degree swing. Whereas Mansfield‟s Henry V was all patriotic fervor and hero worship, Kahn 
presented a bitter irony; he told an interviewer that he would have considered it “obscene to do 
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Henry V as a straight nationalistic epic” (qtd. in Cooper 148) in light of what was happening on 
the other side of the world at the time. Whether one agrees with the concept or not, this example, 
in fact all the examples of analogy in this study point out something inherent in Shakespeare‟s 
work--their malleability, their openness to a director who can them as a sort of tabula rasa for an 
examination of current cultural, or sociological trends in a given society.  
Perhaps not all genres of Shakespeare‟s plays are perfectly matched to analogy. 
Comedies, with their focus on the foibles and faults of human beings, seem to be easily 
transplanted. Histories and dramas have also proved fertile ground: chapters 4 – 6 of this study 
will examine both examples. Tragedies seem to be the hardest to pull off. Peter Brook feels that 
tragedy ”needs to be free”, and not constrained by the lack of  consistency that can result from 
imposing a new setting or settings (Berry 147). 
The critics, responding to Kahn‟s Henry V, were divided on the merits of the production 
which author Emma Smith called the “most important American” modern production of the play 
(64). While pointing out strong characterizations or moments of staging, many critics also could 
not condone what they saw as Kahn‟s “compromise” of the play, a vision that critic  Walter Kerr 
called “interesting,” but unfortunately felt was often “more interesting than the play at times” 
(Betrayal II:3:1). Richard Watts, by contrast, writing in the New York Post, found the production 
refreshing and thoroughly effective: “Michael Kahn‟s direction is brisk and imaginative. I 
thought this was much superior” to other versions of the play (Watts review). Clive Barnes of the 
New York Times wrote one of the most interesting reviews of the play, alternately damning the 
idea behind the analog while praising many details and Mr. Kahn‟s abilities with the text:  
Because Mr. Kahn is against war – as I am and probably you are – he thinks Shakespeare 
must have been. But, you know, I suspect he wasn‟t. Pacifism is something of a modern 
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development, and an attempt to equate our modern view of the carnage of war with 
Shakespeare‟s view of its fundamental glory is almost impossible . . . yet Mr. Kahn can 
take plenty of heart. He is young and I think has overreached his imagination. But he has 
enormous talent for making Shakespeare – the lines, the individual scenes -  really come 
alive. (Barnes Connecticut II;I;7). 
Barnes points out a potential flaw whenever attempting an analogy production, that of imposing 
one‟s own view onto a text that might not support it. 
During Kahn‟s years at Stratford, as he pushed the envelope, he found more and more 
resistance from the critics. In his defense, he articulated his feelings about the use of analogy, 
attempting to draw a distinction between using a concept “that marks close and striking affinities 
with the realities of the text” and the overuse of “décor,” something he found akin to a cosmetic 
makeover (qtd. in Berry 21). Eventually he was to decide that his own ideas were not anywhere 
near as profound as the Bard‟s (Cooper 172), and declared analogy  a tool that directors fell back 
on out of “boredom, repetition, or the daunting task of confronting a classic head on” (Green 28). 
The legacy he left, in the footsteps of Houseman, was clear. In 1985, six years after Kahn‟ 
departure, the American Shakespeare Festival Theatre closed its doors, declaring bankruptcy; 
some, according to Dennis Kennedy, thought that it had become “artistically bankrupt years 
before” (231). The years after Kahn‟s departure were plagued by the same lack of focus that 
plagued its inception. By the eighties, analogy productions had become the norm at A.S.T., and 
in America, as Roberta Cooper points out: “A very great number of Shakespearean productions 
in the last thirty years have been conceptual productions, as directors have tried to unify or 
permeate Shakespeare‟s works through intellectual or theatrical motifs” (272). These techniques 
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were fully in control at the third of the festivals being examined in this chapter, Joseph Papp‟s 
New York Shakespeare Festival. 
 
                                    THE SHAKESPEARE MARATHON 
Joseph Papp (born Yosl Papirofsky in Brooklyn in 1921) brought a Broadway producer‟s 
entrepreneurial energy to the non-profit theatre world. In the mid-1950‟s, Papp founded the New 
York Shakespeare Festival with a clear mission: to bring the “highest quality presentations to a 
broadly based audience” (Kennedy 231), using the works of the author he considered the 
champion of expressing the “best of human endeavors” (qtd. in Epstein 18). Papp fervently 
believed he had what Amy Green called “a clear civic mandate to make mainstream American 
culture relevant and accessible to those who had traditionally been locked out of it” (Green 38).  
Papp was always looking for ways to bring theatre to the masses. The first seasons, 
starting in 1954, featured productions in such outdoor venues as Riverside and Central Parks that  
presented on a mobile stage mounted on thirty-five foot long tractor-trailer and free to any and 
all that were willing to stand in line. In 1962, on Central Park land donated by the city, the 
Festival moved into its permanent home, the open-air Delacorte Theatre. In addition to the 
summer Shakespeare productions, Papp championed new playwrights, producing works by 
artists such as David Mamet, Sam Shepard and George Wolfe (later to become the Festival‟s 
third Artistic Director), while at the same time bringing to Broadway productions such as A 
Chorus Line and The Pirates of Penzance, hits that helped to subsidize the free Shakespeare 
offerings.  
Papp, in addition to running the theatre, directed many of its productions. When 
additional directors were needed, he turned to many of the same artists that had played such a 
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prominent role at the American Shakespeare Festival, such as Michael Kahn and Gerald 
Freeman; he also was a champion of women and minority directors, such as JoAnne Akalaitis 
and the aforementioned Wolfe. Another of Papp‟s innovations came about as a result of his 
hiring of a young Asian-American scenic designer. Born in Shanghai in 1930, Ming Cho Lee 
moved to America in 1949, attending Occidental College in Southern California. Choosing 
theatrical design as his life‟s work, he moved to New York City in 1954, where an introduction 
by Edward Kook, president of the Century Lighting Company, led to his hiring by the American 
designer Jo Mielziner. Lee worked with Mielziner for four years on shows such as Cat on a Hot 
Tin Roof. By the time Papp hired him in 1962 as the festival‟s resident designer, Lee had made a 
name for himself as a set and lighting designer, with credits on and off Broadway. Lee‟s sets for 
the Delacorte Theatre became a signature of the festival, utilizing steel scaffolding to provide a 
“novelty and flexibility admirably suited to the kind of Shakespeare Papp envisioned for New 
York” (Kennedy 232).  
Papp‟s use of analogy is the subject of this examination. With his “free but not shoddy 
Shakespeare” (Rev. of Two Gents 21), he was determined to create work that spoke to an 
audience that he saw as being the children of film and television. He was acutely aware of the 
cultural and political vibrations of the times; rock concerts, political rallies, happenings and 
performance art were fodder that Papp assimilated and then used as inspiration for his 
productions. His casts were multi-racial, reflecting the cultural make-up of the city and nation. 
Ultimately Papp, a child of the ideological 1930‟s and influenced by Stanislavsky‟s view of 
theatre as a “social and political metaphor” (King xxiii), wanted theatre to be socially and 
politically relevant. Analogy techniques such as those used in his 1967 Hamlet, to be examined 
in more detail later in this chapter, proved a perfect vehicle to this end and allowed him to 
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express his love for the works of Shakespeare. It makes sense that Papp would attempt in 
directing these plays to make them more accessible, more immediate to his audiences, for that 
was the way he personally saw them. His third wife, Peggy, once remarked that he “identified all 
the stories in the plays with stories from his own life” (qtd. in Epstein 84).   
Many of the analogy productions that Papp presented are legendary; the musical version 
of Two Gentlemen of Verona, adapted by John Guare and Mel Shapiro, starring Raul Julia and 
Clifton Davis as Proteus and Valentine; the Flying Karamazov Brothers‟ Comedy of Errors; and 
the1990 “Wild West” Taming of the Shrew, with a pistol-packing Tracey Ullman as Katherine 
facing off against Morgan Freeman‟s Petruchio, dressed for his wedding in a get-up described by 
New York Times critic Frank Rich as “a hybrid of Davy Crockett, Pancho Villa and Sitting Bull” 
(Rich 34). Papp‟s favorite play, Hamlet, presented by the festival four times during his tenure, 
provides a microcosm of this organization and its impact. In particular, the aforementioned 1967 
“Naked Hamlet” production, eventually recognized by critics as “something totally reflective of 
the sixties” (Turan 206) provides yet another example of the power of analogy to unlock a classic 
text in a way that speaks to a current audience. 
The second half of the 1960s marked a cultural turning point in America. The Vietnam 
War, the Civil Rights movement, desegregation, multiple assassinations of young, charismatic 
leaders, and many more landmark events generated a revolutionary feeling in the country. Young 
people, minorities, and women found a new voices, and led often violent charges aimed at 
shattering the status quo of old, white, male power. For Papp, the recent death of his father added 
another element of urgency to this revolutionary project, producing a “need to do that play 
[Hamlet] that was very, very strong upon me” (qtd. in Turan 200). 
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Papp came to this production as a result of his once-a-week teaching assignment as a 
visiting professor for the Yale School of Drama. His directing students complained to him that 
their normal semester routine, looking at a series of short cuttings from a variety of plays, did not 
really prepare them to attack a play as a whole. Papp addressed this by changing the course so 
that the students looked at one play, Hamlet, for the entire semester. The focus was to identify 
“episodes of conflict in the text” and then to cut the piece “so that it could be done with six 
actors in forty-five minutes” (Epstein 217). For Papp, the most interesting work came from a 
student named Ted Cornell. Cornell‟s attack was to “smash the play and use the shards of it . . . 
to reassemble those shards in a way that captured some of the dramatic action” (qtd. in Turan 
200). For Papp, this approach worked perfectly because it paralleled Hamlet and the way his 
potentially “explosive being” is shattered into “thousand of fragments, which throughout the 
action of the play he unsuccessfully attempts to reunite” (Papp 23). With Cornell as his directing 
assistant, Papp used this starting point to create his own production for the Festival.  
The eventual production ran approximately ninety minutes with no intermission, and was 
structured around “a set of sequences” (Epstein 217) instead of following the normal progression 
of scenes that Shakespeare wrote. For instance, the opening of the performance presented images 
and clues that Papp saw as a series of guessing games. In the published version of the text, Papp 
posed a variety of questions that he expected the audience to be working through:  
Is it going to be a modern-dress Hamlet emphasizing the severe military dictatorship that 
Claudius has ruthlessly imposed? Is Hamlet the sensitive, young, revolutionary poet? Is 
this Hamlet going to be an intellectual fiasco in which nobody knows what is happening 
and we have to guess our way though it like a T.S. Eliot poem? Is it going to be a rock 
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Hamlet? But why is the set like a prison? And what is a rock Hamlet anyway? Maybe it‟s 
a spoof. Why is Hamlet in his underwear? Is that Hamlet? (Papp 39) 
The production regularly employed vaudeville and burlesque techniques and bits – Hamlet was 
often in the audience interacting with the audience, passing out peanuts and balloons; Ophelia 
sang snatches of songs into a hand-held microphone while clad in tights; and the entire company 
worked through the house at various times. The “Murder of Gonzago” was played out by the 
royal family as a sort of New Year‟s Eve entertainment, with Hamlet convincing Ralph Waite‟s 
drunken Claudius to play the role of the murdered; these shenanigans were captured on Horatio‟s 
home-movie camera for all to see. Finally, the climax evolved into Hamlet playing a game of 
Russian roulette – a game which he survived only to accidently trip as he walks away, shooting 
himself with the final bullet. As confetti fell and the lights dimmed, “the rest is silence” was 
broadcast over the loudspeakers, barely audible over loud white noise. It is no accident that many 
of the ideas behind this production seemed cross-pollinated from the Festival‟s other offering 
that year, the rock musical Hair. 
One of Papp‟s most important decisions was to hire young Martin Sheen to play the role 
of Hamlet. Sheen was born Ramon Estevez, and being half-Spanish, could produce an 
impeccable Puerto Rican accent. With his dark hair, wearing a leather jacket, and using the 
accent, he presented an authentic New York Hispanic, an identity that Papp used to full effect. 
When Sheen delivered the famous “To be or not to be” soliloquy in that accent, at first the 
audience started to laugh, but soon they “were suddenly quiet. Then, not only did it get quiet, 
you started to hear sobbing in the audience. People started to cry. Most amazing. He liberated 
those lines so people could listen to them freshly. And that was my idea behind the entire 
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production in the first place” (Papp 204). In the words of Amy Green, Sheen‟s Hamlet was a 
“cynical, hyperactive, inner-city chameleon” (77). 
The set was classic Ming Cho Lee. Steel scaffolding, catwalks, ladders, and a spiral 
staircase delineated a bare stage. Scenic items were brought on as needed such as a coffin for 
Hamlet located at the foot of Claudius and Gertrude‟s double bed, a wheelbarrow for Ophelia‟s 
grave, and balloons that floated up to the ceiling as characters died. Costumes were an eclectic 
contemporary mix. Hamlet, in addition to a military uniform, was also outfitted in a white suit 
with a black armband; a rubbish collector‟s coveralls; and he spent considerable time running 
around in his underwear. The Ghost of Hamlet‟s father was attired in a set of long underwear, 
while Gertrude started out in a nightgown, and later changed into a short and revealing cocktail 
dress. Ophelia wore a cutaway tux jacket and tights; Claudius, usually outfitted in military garb, 
at one point put on a pair of antlers. 
The production initially received mixed reviews. Some, such as eminent theatre educator, 
producer and critic Robert Brustein, saw much to praise in Papp‟s take on the classic:  
I found the whole undertaking to be pretty courageous, and while it has drawn a 
predictable response from those who prefer their Kulchar prepackaged, standardized, and 
wholly digestible like a TV dinner, I think it is bound to have an effect of the theatrical 
consciousness for some time to come. Mr. Papp‟s group remains, to my mind, the only 
one in town dedicated not simply to remounting familiar masterpieces but to trying to 
discover what theater can mean to America in the sixties (qtd. in Papp 12). 
Richard Schechner, editor of the Drama Review, compared Papp to noted European directors 
Jerzy Grotowski and Peter Brook because he presented a piece that “points towards emerging 
and liberating forces within the theater. I, for one, welcome the farce, the terror, the lust, the 
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confusion, and the contradictions of this production” (qtd. in Papp 13). Author Amy Green, in 
examining the work of Papp, wrote that this Hamlet “set off a new era in American Shakespeare” 
(39). 
Not all criticism was so supportive, so ready to trumpet the work as forward-thinking. 
Critic Walter Kerr compared the piece to “the shows idiot children used to put on in their 
basements” (II;I;5), though he did seem to understand what Papp intended: “The modern world 
has gone galloping beyond what we like to call reason; the theater has got to reflect the fact” 
(ibid). But the most vocal criticism was led by New York Times critic Clive Barnes, who 
famously titled his review “Director Throws Bard to the Philistines.” He went on to describe his 
issues with the production:  
To perpetuate, with an almost pitiful attempt at avant-garde theatrical devices, Hamlet 
selling peanuts, the ghost of Hamlet‟s father made into a burlesque comic, or Gertrude 
playing the closet scene like a camp drag queen, is neither moving, theatrical, nor, in the 
final recourse, funny. . . Poor Mr. Papp! He is desperately trying to be daring and, most 
of all, provocative, yet he is doing things that undergraduates like Tony Richardson and 
William Gaskill were doing at Oxford 20 years ago. (Barnes 45:1) 
Barnes did see Papp‟s passionate attachment to the text, later stating in an interview that he never 
doubted Papp‟s seriousness, but he could not dismiss the fact that the final product was such a 
mess (Turan 205). Papp later related an account of his appearance on a television show with 
Barnes, during which he threw peanuts at Barnes throughout the entire taping. Barnes‟ review 
echoed many opinions that were voiced by members of the audience. In spite of the early barbs, 
however, people came in droves, especially the youth and young adult audience. Papp remarked 
that ”age seemed to play the decisive role in shaping audience response” (Papp 13).  
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Even the negative press served Papp and his designs. Sharing a “ringmaster” mentality 
with Orson Welles, Papp found ways to generate huge buzz from the controversy. Gerald 
Freedman, one of Papp‟s early directors and later to become both Artistic Director of the Great 
Lakes Theatre Festival, and the Dean of Drama at the North Carolina School of the Arts, told 
how Papp used the negative reviews to create a major triumph for the theatre: “If they didn‟t like 
it and if they were critical of it and from his point of view didn‟t understand it, he wasn‟t going 
to take it lying down. So he entered into a public debate over Hamlet and turned it absolutely 
around” (qtd. in Turan 206). The New York City Schools Superintendant, Bernard Donovan, 
refused to let Papp tour Hamlet to area schools, in spite of the fact that he had entered into a 
three-year contract with the festival to provide theatrical content. Papp jumped on the 
opportunity as yet another chance to build an audience, not just for this production, but for his 
fledgling festival as a whole. He staged a special matinee performance for school officials and 
teachers, to which he also invited members of the press. Donovan, worried about his position 
with the board, and no doubt remembering a battle from the late fifties when Papp stood up to 
the city‟s parks department over charging admission, softened his decision to allow individual 
schools to decide whether or not to invite the company to perform the play. Papp had not only 
won the battle, but with fewer dates needed to satisfy this new “abridged” contract, he had a 
substantial amount financial surplus, which led to the establishment of the Festival‟s second, 
experimental space. 
Like many of the individuals already explored in this study, Papp, at least for a time, 
stood at the pinnacle of his profession, and moved the art form, especially the direction of 
Shakespeare, forward with a quantum leap. He created a litany of analogy productions that built 
upon the lessons of Welles and Guthrie, at the same time opening them up to a radically diverse 
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set of actors and audiences. Author Thulani Davis, upon Papp‟s death from cancer in 1991, 
spoke of Papp‟s insistence that “Shakespeare could be played by the gorgeous mosaic of the city 
and do just fine, thank you” (qtd. in Epstein 7). Papp championed a kind of multicultural 
Shakespeare that most American theatres took another decade or two to find. Bernard Jacobs, 
president of the Shubert Organization, one of the major forces in Broadway production, called 
Papp the “most important force in the English-speaking theater today”, while New York Times 
critic Mel Gussow stated that  he had become more and more “the American theater” (both qtd. 
in King xi). 
By the 1990s, directorial analogy, which had arguably been the driving force in the 
direction of American Shakespeare productions for several decades, was starting to lose its edge. 
So many clever resetting had been created that directors such as Michael Kahn were starting to 
feel the urge to explore new avenues. As the century came to an end, theatre was becoming more 
global and interconnected, and directors looked to take advantage of the diverse and eclectic 
styles and influences that were developing. 
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 CHAPTER SIX 
 CONCLUSION 
  
Welles‟s landmark productions of Macbeth and Caesar married two different directorial 
innovations, setting off a revolution that led eventually to the predominance of analogy as a 
directorial tool in late twentieth century American Shakespeare production. The first directorial 
innovation was the fledgling use of period analogy that first appeared in the early days of the 
century through the works of New York City‟s Yiddish Theatre. Barry Jackson‟s production of 
Hamlet added modern dress to this trend, preparing the way for Welles‟s work, especially his 
contemporarily costumed Caesar. 
          The second directorial innovation was the development of true “conceptual” productions, 
aimed at unfolding new thematic meanings in Shakespeare‟s works. The team of Arthur Hopkins 
and Robert Edmond Jones used the controversial writings of Sigmund Freud to shape their 
productions of Richard III and Hamlet, helping to unlock a new way not just for directors to 
present the plays of Shakespeare, but also for actors to dig into the motivations of their 
characters. 
The offspring of the marriage of these directorial innovations came to maturity in the 
1950‟s with Tyrone Guthrie and John Houseman. In the 1960s and 1970s, young, emerging 
directors like Michael Kahn and Joe Papp used analogy not only as a tool for accessing 
Shakespeare‟s plays, but also as a way to make their own mark, distinguishing themselves from 
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the pack. As the analogy technique took center stage, more and more experimentation occurred.  
Directors began to multiply analogies within a single production leading to eclecticism. The 
earliest example of this eclectic approach appears to be Papp‟s 1967 Hamlet. In this way, 
analogy led to the birth of a new style of Shakespeare production. 
I will conclude this study by comparing an analogy production, John Hirsch‟s 1988 
Coriolanus, with Libby Appel‟s more eclectic production of Measure for Measure in 2000 for 
Seattle‟s Intiman Theatre. I then will consider the use of analogy outside Shakespeare 
production: a sign of analogy‟s predominance as a directorial tool in late twentieth century 
theatre is its application to texts by classic authors like the ancient Greek tragedians and even to 
the modern drams of Chekhov. Finally, I will consider the question, “Where do we go from 
here?” 
 
                                 FROM ANALOGY TO ECLECTICISM 
Productions of Shakespeare plays built on contemporary political analogies became more 
prominent in the 1970‟s, partly as a result of the Vietnam War, the anti-war movement, and the 
Watergate scandal. Obviously, Welles‟ Caesar used political analogy in many ways. But it took 
another era‟s conflict to bring this technique “home” to Americans.  
Plays such as Julius Caesar, Coriolanus, and the histories, with their heavy emphasis on 
politics, would seem naturally to lend themselves to political analogy. Michael Kahn feels that it 
has been the hardest form of analogy to realize onstage, however, because “the theatre in 
America tends to be less experimental, less political, than in countries such as Germany or 
Poland, where the effects of totalitarian governments have led to a natural use of Shakespeare as 
a political tool” (Kahn interview).  
160 
 
John Hirsch‟s retelling of Coriolanus was a political analogy production of note that took 
place at San Diego‟s Old Globe Theatre in the fall of 1988. Canadian director Hirsch was born in 
Hungary in 1930, the child of theatre artists. An idyllic youth putting on plays in his backyard 
came to a screeching halt with the onset of World War II. Hirsch, his family, and over 800 Jews 
from his hometown were sent away to a Nazi concentration camp. When the camp was liberated, 
Hirsch found that he was one of only three Jewish residents of Siofok to have survived. He was 
later to say that “the nightmare of the Holocaust became the political passion” that drove his 
work (Folkart B25). After surviving two years in post-war internment camps, Hirsch eventually 
was adopted by a Canadian family. He was to go on to become a renowned director in America, 
as well as Canada, directing over 200 productions, including on Broadway and Off-Broadway, as 
well as being named the Artistic Director of the Stratford Festival in Ontario. For Coriolanus, 
Hirsch had to look no further than recent American history when he chose the figure of Lt. 
Colonel Oliver North, recently both lionized and vilified as the principal figure in the Iran-
Contra scandal, as the inspiration for his production. Sadly, less than a year after this oft-praised 
production, Hirsch passed away due to complications from AIDS. 
Hirsch believed in the power of theatre, especially the classics, to “communicate values 
and illuminate the stage. They are like a litmus test; you dip them in the fluid of time to see what 
happens” (ibid). His work with the classics tended to be presented with contemporary visuals and 
settings. This Coriolanus was no exception. He reinterpreted the play in the light of North‟s trial, 
which was going on as the play was being rehearsed and then performed. Hirsch saw in North a 
connection to Coriolanus: “No matter what you think of North, both [he and Coriolanus] were 
military patriots prepared to fight for whatever they felt right for their countries” (qtd. in Stimac 
6).  
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Lt. Col. Oliver North was a member of President Reagan‟s National Security Council 
when the Iran-Contra scandal first came to light. It was alleged that the officer was the prime 
agent in the affair, orchestrating the clandestine sale of arms to Iran as a means to encourage the 
release of American hostages being held in Lebanon. North then used the profits from the sales 
to support the Contra rebels fighting in Nicaragua; Congress had outlawed support of the rebels 
because of their widespread human rights abuses. North was indicted on over a dozen charges 
and convicted of three felonies, though those convictions would eventually be overturned. It was 
later alleged, in revelations made during the subsequent trial of Panamanian President Manuel 
Noriega, that North had also been heavily involved in drug smuggling operations throughout the 
Americas, again as a means of financially supporting the Contras. 
Hirsch‟s vision transplanted the text to “the restive center of a murky 20th-Century Third 
World; a Circus Maximus; a woolly, wild, bewildering” world (Drake E4). The sets, designed by 
David Jenkins, were imposing, massive structures, alternating between “decadence and 
destruction – the gilt and marble monuments of Rome,” and “the tall bullet-scarred battlements 
and Cyclone fences of war” (ibid). The hero at one point fought hand-to-hand near a still 
smoldering burned-out automobile, only to be later banished from the city he both loved and had 
so nobly defended, departing into exile on a military helicopter. To this physical world Hirsch 
added perhaps the ultimate contemporary touch: technology and media. Rows of television 
screens, fifty in all, were placed on either side of the proscenium arch, assailing the audience 
with footage of the battles, commercials (including election ads), interviews with major players 
in the drama (most of which were being filmed live, from just offstage), and news reports, which 
were read by a well-known San Diego newscaster. Coriolanus‟ major speech to the citizens of 
Rome became a “press conference with live video feeds” (Stimac 6). Don Shewey spoke of the 
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effectiveness of this aspect of the production: “That television is a medium that distorts and 
conceals truth as readily as it conveys it is an irony worthy of Coriolanus” (Shewey 4).  
Costumes also played a vital part in this analogy production of Shakespeare‟s play. The 
Romans were dressed as contemporary American military personnel, with tan and beige 
uniforms that eerily foreshadowed the look Americans would see over and over again on their 
television screens when the First Gulf War arrived just over a year later. The Volscians, “played 
mostly by black and Hispanic actors” (Simon 141), were a more ragtag bunch in keeping with 
the image of the Latin American fighters that helped inspire the analogy; they wore a mishmash 
of civilian and pieced together garb, with a jumble of weaponry to match. The attacking armies 
of the Volscian leader Aufidius spoke in a range of voices, from urban black street talk to 
Hispanic accents, again echoing the Contra connection, with one actor even going so far as to 
yell out “Si, dees ees hees house” (Simon 141). Similarly, strong vocal choices also helped to 
establish the Romans. The Roman Senator Menenius, played by actor Dakin Matthews as a 
hardened veteran of war, spoke in an “easygoing Southern drawl reminiscent of Sam Ervin or 
Sam Rayburn, a good ol‟ boy capable of disarming a hostile assembly” (Shewey 4). Volumnia, 
the mother of Coriolanus, portrayed by Elizabeth Shepherd as a “tres chic society lady in a 
wheelchair, was modeled, Hirsch admitted in an interview, on Rose Kennedy” (ibid). 
Bryan Jennings‟ Coriolanus was not just based upon Oliver North, but clearly modeled 
on him physically: he was “handsomely clothed in a Marine officer‟s uniform, his red hair 
sharply trimmed in a crew cut. This choice is useful because North is a suitably ambiguous 
character in America today” (ibid), just as Coriolanus is often regarded as a contradiction, a 
noble warrior undermined by his own fatal arrogance. 
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Most reviewers were taken with the production. Sylvie Drake, writing in the Los Angeles 
Times, while clearly stating that the production would not be for all tastes, echoed many of the 
arguments examined in this study in support of analogy: “This is Shakespeare raw, not as we like 
it, but as we find it when we look deeply enough. It is also Shakespeare talking to us about 
ourselves, pertinently across the centuries, again. The production is carefully detailed, relentless, 
audacious, and almost always satisfying.” Don Shewey, writing in American Theatre, praised the 
artistic team‟s “willingness, in an enormously popular and critical success, to interact deeply – 
both emotionally and intellectually – with issues of the times” (Shewey 4). He also remarked 
upon the almost perfect timing of the production: “Hirsch‟s public-minded spectacle is perfectly 
aware that it‟s taking place in the midst of a presidential election campaign” (ibid). Even 
reviewers who were not impressed with the production found themselves involved. John Simon, 
writing in New York Magazine, remarked that the decision to transplant Coriolanus from a world 
of patricians and plebeians to a contemporary classless society made about “as much sense as 
having the inmates of a death camp portrayed by languidly obese actors.” Still, he watched the 
show with a “horrible fascination” (141). 
Hirsch‟s production is a perfect example of directorial analogy at its peak. It used a 
strong resetting to connect its audience to the play in a way that would not be possible for a 
traditional retelling. It presents a capstone for the technique of directorial analogy; soon, much 
more eclectic directorial techniques would present Shakespeare that used multiple and varied 
choices to set a new visual world. One example of this occurred in the Pacific Northwest in the 
final year of the century. 
In November of 2000, Seattle‟s Intiman Theatre hired the noted and highly respected 
director Libby Appel, Artistic Director of the Oregon Shakespeare Festival, to mount a new 
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version of her 1998 OSF production of Shakespeare‟s Measure for Measure (originally adapted 
in Oregon with the assistance of Lue Morgan Douthit and Scott Kaiser). As one of Shakespeare‟s 
“problem plays”, this late comedy freely mixes disparate moods, heightened dramatic conflict 
and an unconventional ending. For her production, Appel envisioned the text as a “dark/light 
play,” focusing on extreme contrasts, and went on to describe the conceptualization process: 
“We have seized the opportunity to explore, to look at the psychology of the characters as 
through a microscope. We have so pared down the play to a study of obsessive extremes that we 
are creating it with only seven actors – each character playing his or her polar opposite” (Intiman 
9).  
Appel argued that the justification for each character playing two opposing roles, of 
exploring such extremes, comes straight from the text. An overriding theme of the play is the 
Elizabethan concept of “seeming,” the idea that one may appear to be either true or false to 
oneself and others, depending on one‟s relationships and desires. “Seeming” saturates the 
character of Angelo, whom the absent Duke appoints to rule Vienna in his stead. A puritan in 
both mind and body, Angelo feels the stirrings of overpowering passion when he meets Isabella, 
a young novice who comes to plead for her brother‟s life. Under the draconian laws of Vienna, 
her brother has been sentenced to death for having unlawful intercourse before marriage. But 
Angelo is suddenly willing to overlook the sentence he has imposed, if only the young woman 
will sleep with him – suggesting that they engage in the very crime for which her brother is now 
sentenced to be executed. For additional support for the concept of “seeming,” one has only to 
examine the character of the Duke, who, upon his departure from Vienna quickly returns in the 
guise of a monk, the better to see firsthand how Angelo handles the reins of power. Shakespeare 
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thus has the Duke present two contrasting personae: his actual identity, representing justice and 
power, and that of a holy man, with the attendant portrayal of mercy and love. 
Appel‟s cutting worked by expanding upon this approach, allowing the production to be 
presented by the aforementioned seven actors: Angelo was doubled with the executioner 
Abhorson; the pious Friar Peter with the lewd Lucio, and with Barnadine, a condemned prisoner; 
Escalus, the Duke‟s counselor with both Francisca, a nun, and with Mariana, Angelo‟s jilted 
fiancée; Pompey, a bawd, with Claudio, the condemned brother; Constable Elbow with the 
Provost and Julietta, the now-pregnant lover of Claudio; and finally the chaste Isabella with the 
lusty madam, Mistress Overdone. The idea of doubling actors in Shakespearean productions is 
not revolutionary – it was a hallmark of acting in Shakespeare‟s day – but Appel‟s purpose for 
doubling was anything but Elizabethan, where the custom of doubling roles was undertaken 
mostly for the purpose of keeping payroll costs down. She used this technique as one of her 
principal directorial tools, aimed at communicating a clear thematic vision. Not only did these 
modern actors portray opposites but, as can be intimated from the cast breakdowns above, gender 
(and racial) lines were obscured in the casting of the production.  
These pairings presented interesting and challenging images for the audience. After the 
actor playing Angelo switched to the executioner Abhorson, he made his next entrance, back 
once again as Angelo, flagellating his bare back in a self-imposed attempt to control and 
overcome his “unnatural” desires for the chaste Isabella. For the audience, over time these 
diametrically opposed characters started to cross-pollinate, such as when the executioner‟s props 
were transferred from Abhorson to Angelo. Similarly, at the conclusion of that very same scene, 
after Angelo had physically attacked the gentle novice, asserting his unlawful need and desire for 
her, Isabella struggled to her feet, revealing, for a brief moment, the tattooed body stocking of 
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Mistress Overdone the madam, worn by the actress underneath her Isabella costume for the 
purposes of quick changes, but also, again, creating a world at odds with itself. Layers of 
identity, both within the characters themselves and in the work of the actors, helped to suggest 
the conflict. It also pointed out the sexuality always hidden just below the surface. Appel 
explained the results in this way: “I think that the doubling helps us feel the duality in both the 
story and in all of us” (Berson H35). 
Adding to this thematic breakdown, Appel and her production team found visual 
inspiration in the works of the early twentieth century Viennese artist, Egon Schiele. Schiele‟s 
paintings and drawings portray a dark, cruel, grotesque landscape that not only echoes the world 
of Shakespeare‟s play, but also are set in and inspired by the artist‟s home, the very Vienna of 
the play. Appel had seen an exhibition of his works in New York City a few years before and 
was struck by their resonance with the world of this particular Shakespearean play: “He was 
looking at sexuality from not a lewd, but a grotesque angle. I thought of Measure for Measure 
right away” (Berson H35).  
These inspirations were strikingly obvious in the setting created by OSF scenic designer 
William Bloodgood. Wrought of prefabricated steel, the set presented elements that hinted at a 
blighted urbanity, a wasteland of rot, both internal and external. Included in this structure was 
bleacher-type seating, allowing a segment of the audience to be included in the production, 
allowing for an additional level of “seeming” which involved the actors and the audience. When 
the actor playing Isabella changed to Mistress Overdone in the middle of Act Three, that 
transformation took place in the dimly lit shadows of the bleachers just “offstage.”  The fourth 
wall was also constantly being broken, a device that Shakespeare hints at with the Duke‟s 
addresses straight to the audience, along with his own actions observing the action as “audience.” 
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Bawdy characters sat in the audience‟s laps, further forcing an interaction that highlighted the 
elements of sex and seeming that Appel was attempting to illuminate. 
Decorating the set were massive pieces of erotica straight from the Schiele catalog, such 
as an image of Christ on the crucifix hanging below a large neon sign proclaiming 
“SexMuseum.” Additional scenic touches included a two foot high central acting platform 
reminiscent of a French Quarter balcony, and advertisements for escorts and phone sex 
establishments which contrasted with posters publishing Angelo‟s decree that the seldom-
enforced morality laws of Vienna were once again in effect.  
Appel‟s direction touched a chord with its audiences, especially in light of the Bill 
Clinton-Monica Lewinsky scandal that had so captivated and shocked the nation just a few years 
before. While the topical event was never presented as a conscious inspiration for the production 
concept, it did illustrate the power that Shakespeare‟s plays possess to seem timely and fresh in 
an ever-changing world. The production team created a unique vision for the play, allowing 
elements of period, cultural, and organic analogy, along with textual adaptation, thematic 
conceptualization, and eclecticism, to shape the world of this particular Vienna.  
 
 OUT OF THE CANON 
 It is not only the works of Shakespeare that have come to provide the raw material for 
analogy productions. As these techniques spread, influential artists started to realize that other 
texts could be re-invented using it. Classical texts of all kinds started to be considered in this 
light. The tragedies of the ancient Athenians were some of the first to be re-examined in a similar 
vein. By the dawn of the twentieth century, these plays had fallen somewhat out of favor. British 
scholar Chris Stray argued “the displacement of classical texts from the centre of education, 
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culture, and institutions had been happening progressively since the nineteenth century” (Stray 
9). But that started to change in 1904 when Harley Granville-Barker, whose influence on the 
development of modern Shakespearean direction was examined in detail in Chapter 2, brought 
“striking modernism” (Green 43) to the  production of three plays by Euripides that had been 
translated and adapted by Prof. Gilbert Murray. Murray was a classical scholar best known for 
his translations of ancient Greek drama; he taught at the University of Glasgow, Oxford 
University and later at Harvard, and was to be the inspiration for the character of Adolphus 
Cusins in his friend Bernard Shaw‟s play Major Barbara. Other early twentieth century figures 
that midwifed the rebirth of the Athenian playwrights‟ works included Max Reinhardt, who 
presented a powerful revival of Oedipus Rex in Berlin, London, and New York between 1910 
and 1912 to great acclaim, and Bertolt Brecht, whose 1948 production of Antigone included, not 
surprisingly from that director, a highly politicized Creon that evoked Adolf Hitler. Of this play 
Brecht later remarked, “the spectator is not supposed to share an experience but to come to grips 
with it” (Hecht 77).  
American artists soon followed the leads of their European counterparts.  The Living 
Theatre‟s Antigone in 1967, and Tyrone Guthrie‟s House of Atreus, which transferred to New 
York City from Minneapolis in 1968, helped reawaken an interest in the primal emotions and 
single-minded intensity associated with Greek tragedy. But it was not until later that year that 
analogy was first married to these plays. Jan Kott, author of Shakespeare Our Contemporary, 
presented an Orestes at the University Theatre in Berkeley, California, that replaced references 
of the Peloponnesian War with references to the Vietnam conflict. This simple language shift 
was like the proverbial hole in the dyke, unleashing a flood of analogized productions of Greek 
tragedy in America, and around the globe. 
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Andre Gregory‟s 1969 Yale University production of The Bacchae followed the lead of 
such productions as Hair and Michael Kahn‟s Love Labours Lost by utilizing elements such as 
modern music, incense, and “hippie” costuming to create an up-to-the-minute modern dress 
analogy. This was followed that same year by perhaps the “most notorious Greek-play adaptation 
of the period” (Green 45), Dionysus in ’69. The first production of the newly formed 
Performance Group, and directed by its founder, Richard Schechner, D69, as it came to be 
known, was created over a number of months of intense workshops, and played in New York for 
over a year. The production was housed in a huge converted garage in Greenwich Village, and 
employed, again, skeletal steel sets, this time without any traditional seating area for audience 
members, who were forced to stand, to sit on the carpets that littered the space, or to perch on the 
set. The mingling of actors and audience produced some interesting results. Since a large part of 
the show featured nudity and an examination of current sexual politics, rumors abounded 
throughout the run of sexual activity, sometimes even between cast and audience members. D69 
was only loosely based on the work of Euripides, which led many critics to find something 
lacking in the production. Rostum Bharucha felt that the performance, with its sloppy acting and 
sometimes gratuitous physicality, separated the play too much from the original (Bharucha 19-
21). Still, the fact that the show ran for so long says something about its appeal, and its place in 
the modernization of ancient drama. 
True analogy productions of the Greeks started to appear in the early 1970s. Andrei 
Serban presented his Fragments of a Greek Tragedy over several years during this period. In a 
unique use of period analogy, this retelling of Medea, The Trojan Women and Electra 
transplanted the 5
th
 century plays back in time to an earlier, much more primal historical 
moment. Serban, a Romanian whose early work had been hampered by Communist censorship in 
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his native land, utilized Asian theatre influences (he travelled to Japan and Bali during part of the 
development of these pieces), along with the influences of Antoine Artaud, Bertolt Brecht and 
Jerzy Grotowski. His work relied heavily on physical ritual and a vocabulary combining ancient 
Greek, Latin, tribal languages, and guttural sounds to create an experience that was aimed at 
reawakening a “contemporary audience‟s receptivity to purely theatrical stimuli” (Green 49). By 
staging action in and around the audience, Serban turned the spectators into chorus, leading them 
to engage the tragedies not as relics unearthed after two and a half millennia, but as immediate 
experiences. 
The Greeks seemed relevant again, and other influential productions followed. There 
were period and cultural analogy pieces, such as Oedipus El Rey, with a Chicano Oedipus set in 
modern-day California, and utilizing a chorus of prison inmate; there were modern dress 
productions, such as David Leveaux‟s Electra, which starred Zoe Wannamaker and featured an 
Orestes “dressed all in white linen, like some California businessman” (Marks); and there were 
loose musical adaptations, such as Lee Breuer‟s The Gospel at Colonus. By the beginning of the 
twenty-first century, productions of the ancient Greeks were at their highest levels since antiquity 
(Hall Dionysus 5). The resonance of the themes present in the texts partly accounts for this 
explosion, but so too does the use of analogy and other directorial experimentation. 
Like the Greek tragedies, the plays of Moliere have received a significant number of 
analogy productions. Moliere was a master at subterfuge and camouflage, cleverly attacking the 
greed and lust and hypocrisy of his day, while managing to alter the face of the real sinners 
enough to keep his plays on stage. This “ambiguity” has allowed directors the world over to 
remake Moliere‟s play in their own images. 
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According to scholar Amy Green, the earliest re-interpreters of Moliere were European 
directors, mostly from France and the Soviet Union, countries that hearken back to Michael 
Kahn‟s remarks earlier in this chapter in reference to the political climate in Europe, and its 
effect on artists bent on making some kind of anti-establishment statement. In 1962, French 
director Roger Planchon, an avowed Marxist, moved Tartuffe from its mid-seventeenth century 
setting to the end of the eighteenth century, right before the French Revolution. He wanted to 
show “the turmoil of a society in transition from one form of totalitarianism to another” (Green 
118). Planchon, in rewriting the setting for his own political purpose, claimed that he had 
become “Moliere‟s co-author” (Bradby 69).  
Others quickly followed Planchon‟s lead, both abroad and in America. A year after 
Planchon‟s Tartuffe, the Guthrie presented a commedia version of The Miser, directed by 
Douglas Campbell and starring Hume Cronyn. Though not a complete analogy transformation,  
the production calls to mind the 1940 Lunt-Fontaine Taming of the Shrew, also presented in 
commedia style, and its place in bridging the years between Welles‟ early analogies and the 
widespread adoption of those techniques in the years following World War II. Soon, just as 
happened earlier with Shakespeare‟s plays, American directors were transplanting Moliere‟s 
works. In the 1980s and 1990s, scandals involving televangelists led to re-workings of Tartuffe. 
Two Rivers Theatre of Dallas, the Raleigh Little Theatre, and theatre departments at San 
Francisco State University, Texas Christian University and Towson University are just a few of 
the groups that used these scandals to update Moliere‟s classic tale of hypocrisy and self-denial 
through analogy. In 2009, the Classical Theatre of Harlem offered Archbishop Supreme Tartuffe, 
Moliere‟s play reset in the Harlem Renaissance.  
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Clearly, by the 1980s and 1990s, classical dramatists like Sophocles, Moliere and, of 
course, Shakespeare were seen to offer rich and varied works that could be accesses, and re-
energized, through directorial analogy. Even the works of modern dramatists began to be looked 
at in this way. As an example of this trend, and as a further example of the place of analogy in 
the directorial toolkit, consider the Pittsburgh Irish and Classical Theatre Company (PICT). In 
2002, PICT was starting to feel mired in their initial vision, which was to produce seasons based 
around the works of a single playwright. After the company had exhausted the obvious choices, 
e.g. the plays of Synge, O‟Casey and Friel, the company started to feel the need to push the 
boundaries of their Irish focus. Then Artistic Director Andrew S. Paul had a radical idea: why 
not look at non-Irish playwrights whose works might resonate somehow with their mission? 
Thus, in the fall of that year, they presented an original adaptation of Chekhov‟s The Seagull, 
transplanted to the west country of Ireland in the late nineteenth century. The production 
received positive reviews, and was mentioned in articles in major publications such as American 
Theatre and Theatre Journal.  
Similarly, plays of Brecht have been reset and transplanted. In 2006, the New York 
Shakespeare Festival (NYSF) presented a new version of Mother Courage and her Children, 
adapted by Tony Kushner, the acclaimed author of the Angels in America plays. Directed by 
former NYSF Artistic Director George Wolfe, and starring Meryl Streep, the production featured 
set pieces, props and costumes all culled from different time periods, including a contemporary  
military jeep and elements of modern and antiquated weaponry. Costume Designer Marina 
Draghici, interviewed for Theatre of War, the documentary about the production, which explored 
Brecht and his take on war and Marxism, spoke of the director‟s vision for the production: 
“George said we shouldn‟t make any specific references. We should try to sort of fuse 
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everything, so you don‟t think of a specific historical moment ever in the play” (Theatre of War). 
The result of Draghici‟s mix of historical sources (which included the American Civil War, 
World War I, and the Vietnam War) was an eclectic production that communicated a kind of 
universality, referencing the devastating effects that wars have had on populaces throughout 
history and around the world. 
Obviously, directorial analogy has influenced the production of plays by a wide variety of 
dramatists, not just Shakespeare. Although this approach may not be as common for Chekhov or 
Brecht as it is for Shakespeare, it is clear that analogy has entered the contemporary theatrical 
consciousness, so much so that it will continue to be used to present the works of playwrights 
other than Shakespeare.  
 
 WHERE FROM HERE? 
Ultimately, we have seen the effect that a handful of American theatre artists have had on 
what, at the turn of the century, was an overblown and extravagant style of Shakespeare 
production, a style that was dictated, like all things Shakespeare up to that point, by the English. 
The twentieth century saw their American cousins take the lead, and dictate what was to become, 
for the last fifty of those one hundred years, the most accepted and popular way to stage the 
works of the Bard. Shakespeare scholar Amy Green wrote that “every theatrical age remakes the 
classics in its own image, and with the wisdom of „hindsight‟ these improvements tell us much 
about the zeitgeist of the times in which they were made” (1). In a culture that, by the end of the 
century, was fully embracing escapism and a sense of instant gratification, as well as the ability 
of technology to help us understand and view the world and human experience like never before, 
directorial analogy had become commonplace. Audiences had been trained to not only accept it, 
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but to expect it as one more example of the ability of their culture to keep building bigger and 
better.  
A major factor in the national zeitgeist that led to the dissemination of these largely 
American developments was the emergence of the United States as the last remaining world 
superpower. Military and economic dominance led naturally to a cultural dominance, in which 
popular art forms such as movies and music, along with the power of American brands to stand 
supreme in a new international consumerism, sounded a powerful siren call to the rest of the 
world. Scholar Amy Green argued that American directors, in taking the lead in innovative 
Shakespeare productions, “rejected once and for all pseudo-European theatrical tradition and 
mannerisms and asserted that American idioms are worthy of inclusion in classical productions” 
(11).  
How else can one explain a bevy of Midsummer Night’s Dreams, presented in New York 
in the late 1980‟s, with settings that included a voodoo cult in turn-of-the century Brazil, an eerie 
lunar landscape, a vicious and sinister patriarchal dictatorship, and “an eclectic mix of periods 
and styles . . .  that refer visually to the entire production history” of the play? (Holmberg 14) 
Similarly, audiences in the 1990s could have witnessed four radically different Shylocks, with 
character analogues loosely based on attorney Alan Dershowitz, Martin Luther King, Willy 
Loman, and ”a slightly nutzo period Jew in gabardine” (Hannaham 28). Finally, in early 2002 
New York City saw two radically different Cymbelines, a play rarely seen, cross the boards 
within sixty days of each other. American director Bartlett Sher took his visual cues from 
Shakespeare‟s own far-reaching settings. He included a “transoceanic duel between a Samurai 
with a sword and a cowboy with a bullwhip” (Weber Grab Bag B1), as well as a pair of narrators 
whose costumes suggested newspapermen circa World War II. Meanwhile, Shakespeare‟s Globe 
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Theatre brought to the city a Cymbeline with no discernible period or setting. With the actors all 
in white silk pajamas, and just some basic scaffolding on which hung musical instruments, the 
focus of this concept production was entirely on “the language and the actors.” (Weber Game 
C11) These images bring to mind Peter Brook‟s famous 1970 white box production of A 
Midsummer Night’s Dream. 
British Theatre Professor Stephen Purcell, introducing his critical work Popular 
Shakespeare: Simulation and Subversion on the Modern Stage, gives full credit to American 
artists when he talks of how British Shakespeare now owes most of its identity to “imported U.S. 
Shakespeare” (7), including both stage and screen works that have led to what he calls the 
“proliferation of American cultural products through the mass media” (ibid). These directorial 
techniques are uniquely American, and, like much of our culture during the last century, have 
been exported and now proliferated across the globe. Russian director Slava Dolgatchev, Artistic 
Director of the New Theatre of Moscow, points to a late 1960s touring production of Timon of 
Athens, directed by Peter Brook, which featured anachronistic costumes and settings. Dolgatchev 
claimed that the production changed how modern Russian directors viewed the presentation of 
Shakespeare‟s plays. “This mix of styles and looks really led to a Russian explosion. The work 
that we had heard about, starting with Welles before the war, was now clear to us. And it was not 
just about unique settings, but unique analysis” (Dolgatchev interview). Directors have made 
wide use of analogy to open up these classic texts in a way that allows them to speak afresh to 
contemporary audiences; they have also used analogy as a way to trumpet their own vision of the 
world, including the theatre. Many artists argue that these types of explorations and imaginings 
are necessary to keep the production of Shakespeare from becoming something akin to the staid, 
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codified manner the Comedie Française once used when presenting the works of Corneille and 
Racine. 
Another important factor in the rise of the directing technique that include analogy lies in 
audience expectations. By the mid-twentieth century, American audiences were no longer 
satisfied with just “traditional” approaches to production. Our society‟s need for more, for the 
newest and the latest of everything, can be seen in Shakespeare production as well. In an 
interview conducted as a part of this study, nationally recognized teacher and director Robert 
Cohen said that early in his career, as the use of analogy was really taking off, there was a 
feeling “that audiences really didn‟t know the plays, which led to a sense of perceived freedom, 
that directors had a license to play” (Cohen interview). The proliferation of analogy-type 
versions, along with the influence of films, led to a demand that Shakespeare directors deal with 
the texts on a deeper level, attempting to unlock them and discover what scholar James Loehlin 
called their “secrets” (Loehlin 157); he pointed to Kahn‟s Henry V  as an example of this, and 
echoed critic Emma Smith in calling that highly-analogized 1969 production “the most important 
American production” of the play ever presented (ibid). Former Oregon Shakespeare Festival 
Artistic Director Henry Woronicz pointed out the modern audience‟s knowledge and their 
interest in analogy: “By and large, modern audiences are perceptive and intelligent enough to see 
what the period changes do; they would find it boring to see Hamlet done in the same period 
every time” (Prologue 2). Amy Green added that by the end of the twentieth century, the use of 
analogy and other directing tools was in large part due to the audience, and their desire to see 
“what the director „does to‟ the play” (Green 4). 
Just as the codification of any art movement inevitably leads to a counter-movement, 
there exist many artists and scholars who reject analogy, no matter how popular and entrenched 
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it has become. Richard Gilman, writing in the Saturday Review, argued that directorial 
reworking reflects “directors‟ arrogant attitudes that the classics are in need of rehabilitation” 
(35). Michael Kahn, whose previously examined Henry V utilized a vast canvas of analogy 
images, later in his career found them troubling, and has moved steadily away from their use. In 
the mid-seventies, when asked about analogy (technically called “period analogue” in that 
interview), he explained his opinion after years of using the technique, especially during his 
tenure at Stratford‟s American Shakespeare Theatre: “I would prefer to do everything in 
Elizabethan or Renaissance, and avoid making any reference or inference through metaphor” 
(Berry 95). He remarked on his preference for setting the productions in the era in which 
Shakespeare originally set them, or in modern-dress, which he argued was the style of 
Shakespeare‟s original productions (though this is ironic, since modern dress is a form of period 
analogy). “I hate it when directors feel they have to be clever. I would probably find myself 
always saying, „Now how can I do that in another way?‟ and I don‟t want to deal with that, 
because I don‟t think that is very artistic” (Berry 97).  
Yet, like the thoughts and working methods of many influential artists, Kahn‟s have 
continued to evolve. In a 2011 interview, he remarked on those earlier published thoughts:  
Looking back at that interview, I‟m sort of surprised at how I sounded, and how people in 
some way came to codify what I said. Of course I used those techniques many times, in 
many ways; but by the time of the Berry book, I just felt I had personally exhausted them, 
and so I was interested in other things. Now I find myself much more interested in the 
language of the plays, in why that particular word is used at that particular time. That‟s 
what interests me now, not trying to unlock some grand theme through visuals. The 
environment that a play takes place in, which is the arena of analogy, is of course 
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important. But wherever you set it, you must still know how to speak it. Shakespeare 
seems to me now to be very visual, which I find similar to the Victorian era, or even the 
eighteenth-century, at the time the proscenium was taking over. Now, large differences in 
directorial approach are the norm. The late twentieth century was interesting precisely 
because of that, because anything seemed possible as a director. (Kahn interview) 
It should also be noted that Kahn, as the current artistic director of Washington D.C.‟s 
internationally acclaimed Shakespeare Theatre, has continued to hire directors who might utilize 
analogy: “Ultimately, I look to hire directors who have some passion about a particular play, 
some idea of how they want to attack it. I don‟t go out looking for something „new‟, but I am 
struck by directors with a strong idiosyncratic view” (ibid).  
Other theatre artists and playgoers find the use of directorial analogy acceptable, with the 
caveat that it be approached with extreme care. Robert Brustein urged that “caution must be 
taken not to succumb to it as an oversimplified formula for what is „good‟ or „bad‟” (qtd. in 
Green 13) in contemporary Shakespeare production. Many theatre audiences have sat through 
more than one attempt at innovation by a young director, where no real effort seems to have gone 
into finding in the text a resonance or reason for the analogy. Instead the motivation seems to be 
showing off one‟s cleverness, to see how far or outrageous the analogy can be pushed. Charles 
Marowitz has spoken to both sides of the argument: 
            The question is not, as it is so often put, what is wrong with Shakespeare 
that we have to meddle with his works, but what is wrong with us that we are 
content to endure the diminishing returns of conventional dramatic reiteration; 
that we are prepared to go to the theatre and pretend that what dulls our minds and 
comforts our world-view is, by dint of such reassurances, culturally uplifting”  
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(qtd. in Orgel 512).  
Yet Marowitz also warned of the pitfalls:  
A Shakespearean play poses a powerful challenge to a contemporary interpreter. A way 
of avoiding that challenge is to duck the play‟s central issues through novelty and 
innovation. A way of accepting it is by rethinking the material in contemporary terms and 
then expressing the 17
th
-century perception through a 20
th
-century sensibility. But to do 
that, of course, American directors must first possess perception and sensibility, whereas, 
in most cases, those qualities are usurped by ostentation and oversimplification. 
(Marowitz Fallacies 103) 
Both directors and audiences have come to the realization that Shakespeare is a 
collaborator with the director in the production process. Shakespeare scholar Russell Jackson 
spoke of directors using modern techniques to “help audiences find the means and arguments to 
change society for the better. On a good night, the audiences may leave feeling that they have 
actively participated in something that engaged them directly, with a mind full of new arguments 
from old matter, and an appetite for more” (qtd. in Bate Illustrated 230).  
In 2011, as this study is being completed, the number of diverse productions of 
Shakespeare‟s plays at least equals the number of “straight” productions that many companies 
must continue to produce in order to keep the more theatrically conservative segment of their 
audience happy and returning. In August of 2008, San Diego‟s Old Globe presented an analogy-
driven The Merry Wives of Windsor set on the soundstage of a Hollywood western, with Falstaff 
decked out as a “Yosemite Sam-type blowhard equipped with a pair of six-shooters and a 20-
gallon hat” (Rev. of Merry Wives 26). Early 2010 saw an adaptation of Titus Andronicus, titled 
Titus Redux, opening in Los Angeles, with its action transplanted to modern-day Iraq and 
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Afghanistan, where the U.S. has been fighting the“war on terror” for nearly ten years. Directors 
will continue to approach the plays by means of analogy, attempting to unearth some new truth 
and to find a way to personalize their interpretations and make relevant the works.  
The ultimate question seems not so much about where the production is set or how the 
text is otherwise manipulated, but how effective the “take” is. American director and educator 
Robert Benedetti feels that the “analogy MUST NOT call attention to itself” (Benedetti 
interview). He favors a neutral theatrical treatment without specific period costumes or set that 
emphasizes the director‟s interpretive concept of the play. This type of production, eclectic by 
nature, has become more prevalent of late, both as a new way of exploring Shakespeare without 
settling on a specific and, in some cases, limiting analogy, and as a way of cutting costume costs. 
The Colorado Shakespeare Festival has taken this tack recently, as in a 2009 production of 
Taming of the Shrew that utilized a variety of time periods in its wardrobe choices to create a 
kind of “universal” setting, yet another example of an eclectic production.  
New York Times reviewer Margo Jefferson, in reviewing Gregory Wolfe‟s 2003 
multimedia Julius Caesar, seemed to ask the vital question: “When a classical text is 
modernized, what matters is imaginative logic. Is the transformation coherent? Does it enhance 
the power of the past and present?” (Jefferson 3)  
The development of analogy as a directorial tool has been gradual and evolutionary. As 
the nineteenth century was coming to an end, William Poel and Harley Granville-Barker led the 
charge away from the pictorial realism of the Victorian era, seeking to find new ways to recreate 
the actor-audience relationship of the Elizabethan stage. Barry Jackson and the Birmingham Rep, 
in attempting to follow Granville-Barker, discovered the power of a specific type of analogy, 
modern dress, at the same time that Arthur Hopkins and Robert Edmond Jones were exploring 
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the power of thematic productions. Welles, putting all of these techniques together, inspired 
Guthrie and Houseman to take full advantage of analogy, then passed those lessons on to 
contemporary directors such as Michael Kahn and Joseph Papp, who pushed these techniques by 
taking full advantage of modern cultural developments such as the counter-revolutionary forces 
of the 1960s and the ethnic diversity that marked the late twentieth century. Through all of this, 
analogy developed as just one example of a visual tool that directors used to help contemporary 
audiences feel more connected to Shakespeare‟s classic texts.  
No one can predict where Shakespeare production will next turn. By the end of the 
century, analogy was no longer the cutting edge tool that it been during the 1960s, 1970s and 
1980s. Directors were moving on, turning more and more to thematic conceptions and 
eclecticism to find new ways to open the worlds of Shakespeare. Scholar Dennis Kennedy 
worries that, eventually, these directorial tools, so heavily focused on the visual, will be 
eventually run out of steam: “Shakespeare‟s plays are not inexhaustible, as some critics in the 
past have implied. They do not encompass the entire universe, anticipate all time” (357). Where 
will the directors of tomorrow look for inspiration? Perhaps the renewed emphasis on text that 
Michael Kahn referred to in his interview will take renewed precedence, creating once again a 
theatre that is as much aural as visual.  
No matter what the future brings, there seems little doubt that Shakespeare will continue 
to inspire theatre audiences and artists. Perhaps Michael Kahn said it best: “Shakespeare survives 
us all” (Kahn interview). 
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